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B® Created with Vellum 


To the young people 


When | was a child, | spoke as a child, | thought as a child, | 
reasoned as a child. But, having become a man, | have abandoned 
what he was as a child. 

Paul of Tarsus, First letter to the Corinthians, XIII, 11-12 


| write about God: | count on few readers and | aspire to few 

approvals. If no one likes these thoughts, they can only be bad, but if 

they were to please everyone | would consider them detestable. 
Denis Diderot, Philosophical Thoughts, 1746 


It was not a question of analyzing the pages of the New Testament in 

search of errors, but of illuminating the surface of those pages with a 

grazing light, as is done with a painting to highlight the reliefs, and at 

the same time the signs, the darkness of the furrows. Thus it was 

that the apprentice, now surrounded by evangelical characters, read, 

as if it were the first time, and having read, he did not understand. 
José Saramago, Speech for the prize Nobel, 1998 


CHRISTIANS AND CRETINS 


Christ is the transliteration of the Greek term christos, "Anointed", 
chosen from the Bible of the Seventy to translate the Hebrew word 
mashiah, "messiah", with which the Old Testament indicated the one 
who was to come to restore the kingdom of Israel. 

Among the many self-styled Christs or Messiahs of history, the 
canonical Gospels identify theirs with Jesus: in turn the 
transliteration of Ye (ho) shua, "God saves" or "God helps", a 
common Hebrew name that according to Matthew1 it was suggested 
to Joseph in a dream by an angel because the son of Mary "would 
save his people from their sins". Christian, which obviously means 
"follower of Christ", in the Gospel tradition therefore means "follower 
of Jesus", according to a usage that the Acts of the Apostles2 they 
trace back to the community of Antioch. Over time, the expression 
then passed to indicate first an ordinary person, as in the English 
christened, "appointed" or "called", and then a poor man, as in our 
poor christ. Indeed, the same term cretin derives from "Christian" 
(through the French cretin, fromchrétien), with a use already certified 
by Encyclopedia in 1754: according to Pianigiani, "because such 
individuals were considered as simple and innocent people, or 


because, stupid and foolish as they are, they seem almost absorbed 
in the contemplation of heavenly things". 


The juxtaposition between Christianity and cretinism, apparently 
disrespectful, is actually corroborated by the authentic interpretation 
of Christ himself, who in the Sermon on the Mount began the list of 
the Beatitudes with: "Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the 
Kingdom of Heavens ", 3 using a formula that typically also occurs in 
Hebrew (anawim ruach). 

Basically, the criticism of Christianity could therefore boil down to 
this: that being a religion for literal idiots, it does not suit those who, 
perhaps unfortunately for them, have been condemned not to be. 
This criticism, in passing, would also partly explain the fortune of 
Christianity: because, as statistics teaches, half of the world 
population has a lower than average intelligence (na), and is 
therefore in the disposition of spirit suitable for this and other 
beatitudes. 


Although perfectly satisfactory in its conclusions, the etymological 
criticism would however be easily removed by those who found its 
argument too weak: after all, as Europeans (from the Greek eurys 
ops, "broad face") we are also literally "big faces", but this is not 
enough for us to deduce that then we all have a stupid expression 
and therefore as Europeans we cannot but call ourselves Christians 
(even if some did, with arguments not much more articulated). 


If we want to convincingly arrive at the same conclusions, namely 
that Christianity is unworthy of human rationality and intelligence, 
then we will have to carry the Bible (from the Greek biblia, "books") 
on our shoulders and walk the way of the cross of a his exegesis: not 


only of the Gospels (from the Greek eu angelion, "good message" or 
"good news"), but also of what they were inspired by earlier, and 
which they in turn inspired later, from Genesis to Catechism.4 

Just as, if we wanted to show that Christianity was not the spring 
or the roots of European democratic and scientific thought, but the 
brake or the weeds that have consistently stifled its development, we 
should hold our noses and retrace its malodorous history of the 
blood of victims of the Crusades and the fumes of the fires of the 
Inquisition. And to prevent that history from being too easily 
dismissed as a "thing of other times", we should remember that our 
age too has its crusades and its inquisitions: why conquer the oil 
wells of the Muslims, or hold a_ referendum against the 
biotechnology, is not too different from freeing the Holy Sepulcher 
from the infidels, or processing heliocentrism. Especially when the 
God who "wills" or "is with us" is the same one whose name, 


It is not, of course, a question of making a bundle of every herb, 
although the Catholic Church was able in the twentieth century to 
make a concordat with every bundle. We will therefore keep the 
positions of the various denominations of Christianity distinct, but we 
will naturally focus on Catholicism: certainly not for its imaginary 
claims to constitute the authentic variety of Christian religiosity, but 
for its real capacity to condition the political, economic and social life 
of nations of Southern Europe and South America (not surprisingly, 
the most backward of their continents). 


After all, it is precisely because Christianity in general, and 
Catholicism in particular, are not (only) spiritual phenomena, and 
heavily interfere with the civil life of entire nations, that non-believers 
can always claim the right, and they must sometimes take on the 


duty, to stem their influences: especially when, as today, anti- 
clericalism is more a defense of the secular state than an attack on 
the religion of the Church. 


Under normal conditions, such a defense would naturally be the task 
of the institutions and representatives of the people. Unfortunately, 
however, these are instead abnormal and anomalous times, in which 
presidents, ministers and parliamentarians compete to genuflect in 
front of popes, cardinals and bishops, and receive a hand from the 
apostates not only of Communism and Socialism, but even of the 
Risorgimento, whose fathers had dutifully separated the affairs of the 
State from those of the Church. 

As a testimony, it will suffice to recall, apart from the reciprocal 
Salamelecchi between presidents and popes, on the one hand the 
invocations to the Madonna in the inauguration speeches of Oscar 
Luigi Scalfaro at the Quirinale on May 28, 1992 and of Pier 
Ferdinando Casini in Montecitorio on May 31, 2001, from another 
was the presence of Massimo D'Alema and Walter Veltroni in St. 
Peter's Square on 6 October 2002, at the beatification ceremony of 
Josemaria Escriva de Balaguer, founder of the infamous Opus Dei. 

It is therefore up to ordinary citizens to take charge of the 
defense of secularism (from laos, "people", and laikos, "popular"), to 
remedy the deficiencies of their representatives. And, in this case, it 
is up to a mathematician to take it upon himself, this time to remedy 
the deficiencies of the philosophers. Especially those who in words 
declare themselves secular, but in fact turn out to be more papist 
than the pope: an Olympic enterprise, among other things, given the 
popes who run. And of course a mathematician could not fail to pay 
homage, at least in the title, to the most illustrious of his 


predecessors: the Bertrand Russell of Why I'm not a Christian (1957) 
who made the counterpoint to 

Because we cannot but call ourselves Christians by Benedetto 
Croce (1943). That is, each era has not only its collaborationist 
philosophers, but also its resilient mathematicians. 

The assonance with S@ren Kierkegaard's motto we cannot be 
Christian is instead only pure homophony: it does not indicate the 
supposed inadequacy of the faithful, which would prevent him from 
reaching an authentic personal relationship with Christ, but 
demonstrating the absurdity of the Christian faith itself, which claims 
to continue to feed stale Middle Eastern myths and childish medieval 
superstitions to contemporary Western man. So let's go together to 
discover these myths and superstitions, to show candidly that not all 
is for the best in the (self-styled) best of all possible faiths. And if the 
Panglossians "credini" and "iddiots" keep their Creed and their God 
optimistically, we will all be happy: after all, and also in principle, 
atheism is not a faith, and it does not act of disrepute. He only 
claims, Christianly, to be able to give to Reason what is of Reason. 
And he does not forget, in Volterra's way, that one must also cultivate 
one's own garden, and not only that of Eden. 


New York and San Mauro, 
11 February [5] - 
September 20 [6] 2006 


[1] 
THE FATHER 


THE FIRST STATION of our Via Crucis is the beginning of all 
beginnings: more precisely, the Jewish mythology of the creation of 
the world and of man, narrated in two different and contradictory 
versions in chapters I-XI of Genesis, the first book of Bible. 


ELOHIM 


The opening verse of Genesis, "In the beginning God created 
heaven and earth", is so well known that it would hardly be worth 
repeating, if already in these first words of the Bible an interesting 
dilemma was not hidden: the fact, that is , that in the original Hebrew 
Bershit bara Elohim the verb bara is singular, but the subject Elohim 
is plural. 

The correct translation should therefore be: "In the beginning the 
gods created heaven and earth." Of course this sounds bad to the 
ears of an Italian, but it rings even worse to the heart of a 
monotheist: what does it mean, in fact, that since his first biblical 
appearance "God" actually manifests himself as "the gods"? And, as 
if that were not enough, not through a generic plural, but of the 
specific Eloah, which is a derivative of El: that is, the name of the 





main Canaanite deity, also called "bull" or "calf" and often 
represented with those animals? 

Two names, Eloah and El, which are also used in the Old 
Testament to indicate God: fifty times the first, and about 250 the 
second? 

Some Christians get away with saying that a plural noun 
governed by a singular verb is a prefiguration of the Trinity: of a god, 
that is, who should be one and many at the same time. But those 
who do not believe will more simply admit that the plural is a fossil of 
the polytheism that prevailed in the land of Canaan, and that it was 
evidently inherited by the Jews of the northern kingdom of Israel. 

This kingdom was formed around 900 peV [1] together with the 
southern one of Judah, when David's empire collapsed on 
Solomon's death and was divided between Jeroboam in the north 
and Rehoboam in the south. He was the first to replace the golden 
cherubs, who held the throne in the Jerusalem temple, with the two 
golden calves of Bethel and Dan:2 a symbolic act of political division, 
which |'Exodus3 it will represent mythologically in religious terms as 
a return to idolatry. 


The story of Elohim is therefore that of the god of Israel, in the 
specific sense of the northern kingdom. Now, the two fundamental 
questions concerning the creation of the world that he would have 
carried out are those rightly posed by theCatechism:4 what was 
created, and how? Regarding how, the same Catechism answers 
that "God created from nothing", citing this verse from the Second 
Book of Maccabees:5 "| adjure you, or son, contemplate the sky and 
the earth, observe what is in them and know that God made them 
not from pre-existing things". A note from the official CEI edition of 


the Bible then reveals that this "is the most precise affirmation of the 
whole Old Testament on the doctrine of creation from nothing". 

Now, if this is the most accurate statement, let alone the others! 
First of all, in fact, the two books of the Maccabees are extremely 
late, and date back to about a century peV. Furthermore, they are 
not part of the Hebrew Bible and are considered apocryphal by the 
Protestant one. Then, the first was written in Hebrew but has come 
down to us only in Greek translation. Finally, the second is the 
summary of a lost work in five books by an unknown Jason of 
Cyrene. One can well imagine how reliable that one and vague verse 
is aS a source of news concerning the beginnings of the world ... 

In fact, creation from nothing is an invention of Irenaeus [6], later 
reiterated by Augustine of Hippo in his Confessions [7], who 
establishes the authentic interpretation of the beginning of Genesis: 


It is you, Lord, you who in the beginning originated from you, in your 
Wisdom born from your substance, you created something, and from 
nothing. You created heaven and earth, but not drawing them from 
your substance, because in that case they would have been the 
same thing as your only begotten one, therefore to you [...] Outside 
of you there was nothing from which | could draw things, oh God , 
Trinity one and Trinity unity. Therefore you created heaven and earth 
from nothing. 

But if you go and read what the original Hebrew of the Genesis, 8 
is found only a text that in the official edition of the Bereshit Rabah 
says: 


In the beginning of God's creation of heaven and earth, when the 
earth was formless and deserted, and darkness covered the abyss, 
and God's spirit hovered over the waters, God said, "Let there be 
light!", And light there was. 


The official edition of the CEI instead translates: 


In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. The earth 
was formless and deserted and darkness covered the abyss and the 
spirit of God hovered over the waters. God said, "Let there be light!" 
And the light was. 


More in the first version, and less in the second, it is however clear 
that the good Elohim of Genesis is nothing more than a poor 
Demiurge, like that of the Platonic Timaeus: a literal "public worker" 
(from demion, "public", and ergon, «Work»), or a metaphorical 
«craftsman», 

«shaper» or «manipulator», who works on a pre-existing material 
called «shapeless, deserted, dark and windy land». But to do what? 

First of all the day and the night,9 and then the firmament (which 
he called "heaven’) , emerged lands (from "earth")11 and the seas. 
Which means that, to avoid misunderstandings, the first verse of 
Genesis should be translated literally as: "In the beginning the gods 
created the firmament and the emerged lands". In this way, any 
ambiguity about the plural and demiurgic nature of Elohim would be 
eliminated, which of course is what we try to avoid at all costs. 





In his work of creation then the plants follow, and only on the 
fourth day the Sun and the Moon arrive, to illuminate the day and the 
night respectively:12 an interesting detail, which reveals how for the 
ancient Hebrews the Sun was not the cause of daylight, but only its 
signal. Without it, evidently, during the day the Earth would have 
been dark but the sky clear: it is perhaps reading the beginning of 
the Bible that in 1953 Magritte got the inspiration for his disturbing 
painting L'empire des lumieres? 

The story of creation ends with fish and birds on the fifth day, and 
animals and man on the sixth, 13 but not without a couple of 
surprises. First of all, because Elohim creates man "in his image and 
likeness" (or rather, literally, "in their image and likeness"), but 
creates him male, it's a female, simultaneously! Perhaps this means 
that the men of the origins were androgynous, as it would also seem 
from the later specification that Elohim "created them male and 
female, blessed them and called them Adam." 14 

And also because it creates vegetarians [15] not only for men, 
but also for all animals as was re-stated in the famous verse 14 of 
Psalm 104, which constitutes the Hebrew version of the Hymn to the 
Egyptian Sun of Akhenaten: "You make fodder for animals grow, and 
grass for man". Now, testifying to how religion is indistinguishable 
from its parody, it is precisely on this verse, as well as on the equally 
explicit reference to weed in Genesis, that Jamaican Rastas base 
their devotion to a very specific type of weed, called ganja in obvious 
reference to the place of origin of Indian hemp. 

It is only after the flood that Elohim will allow humans to become 
carnivores, telling Noah and his sons: 16 

«How much crawls on the ground and all the fish of the sea are 
placed in your power. Anything that moves and has life will serve you 


as food: | give you all this, like the green herbs already. Only you will 
not eat the flesh with its life, that is, its blood ». 


JAHVE -ADONAI 


But the biggest surprise is yet to come. Because, after concluding 
the account of creation by letting Elohim rest on the seventh day, 
Genesis immediately picks it up again, in another version: 17 

When the Lord God made the earth and the sky, no field bush 
was on the earth, no field grass had sprung up - because the Lord 
God had not made it rain on the earth and no one worked the soil 
and made the water of the canals rise from the earth. irrigate all the 
soil - then the Lord God molded man with dust from the ground and 
blew a breath of life into his nostrils and man became a living being. 

The surprise is not, of course, the even more explicitly demiurgic 
description of creation: this, in fact, was already quite explicit even in 
the first story. Instead, it is the fact that all of a sudden we start 
talking about Yahweh, «Lord», at first still in conjunction with Elohim, 
«God», and then alone (in the English translation of King James we 
pass from God to Lord). Now, the usually — transcribed 
tetragrammaton 

Yhwh or Jhwh is the divine name that appears most frequently in 
the Hebrew Bible: nearly 7000 times, compared to about 2500 for 
Elohim (the exact figures depend on the various versions of the text). 
But since it is considered ineffable and unpronounceable, perhaps 
due to a literal interpretation of the commandment "do not take the 
name of Yhwh in vain",18 we no longer know how to read it, even if 
we have never known it. 

The Fifth Book of Stromati o Miscellaneous 19 of Clement of 
Alexandria transcribes the tetragrammaton such as laoue, which has 


the advantage of reducing the ineffability of a totally consonant 
writing to the immanence of a pronunciation which for us is 
panvocalic. Subsequent defilements then came to current usage, 
which is Jahve or something similar, although the sect of so-called 
"witnesses" has adopted Jehovah. 

For us A-iaoueists everything is fine, of course, but for the Jews, 
just as obviously, no. The canonical solution they adopted is the one 
proposed between the 7th and 10th centuries CE by scribes called 
Masoretes, or "Traditionalists" (from masorah, "tradition"): to read 
Yhwh as Adonai, a possessive plural derived from the Phoenician 
adon, which stands for meaning "lord", "legislator" or "judge", and is 
used in the Old Testament more than 400 times in the plural, and 
more than 300 in the singular. Literally, therefore, Adonai should be 
translated as "My Lords", and one can easily foresee that a deity so 
called will manifest itself in a legalistic and prescriptive manner, as it 
will effectively be hereafter. 

Moving from names to facts, however, it is also noted with the 
naked eye that the story of Jahvé's creation is substantially different 
from that of Elohim. To begin with, in fact, man is not the last work of 
creation, but the first! And it is because it is created from adam, 
"earth" or "clay", which takes the name of Adam: an etymology that 
has been preserved in Latin languages, where "man" derives from 
humus, and which in both cases therefore means "terrestrial". After 
the creation of the man Yahweh plants the garden of Eden for him,20 
a name meaning "delight" in Hebrew, hence the title of the 1504 
painting by Hieronymus Bosch The garden delights. An older 
etymology, dating back to the Sumerian edinu and Akkadian edin, 
then brings the meaning of Eden back to "plain" or "steppe". 

It is only after having created plants, animals and birds for the 
garden [21] Jahve tailors from one of Adam’s ribs that which shall be 


called woman (ishah), because it was taken from man (ish)»: The 
etymological contrast remains 22 in the English man and woman 
(from wif man, "Man's wife", then wifman e winman), but in Italian it 
is lost, although a trace of it remains in the appellatives "don" and 
"donna" (which derive, however, from dominus and dominates). 

In addition to the woman, in fact, the story also gave rise to the 
interesting belief that the man had one less rib than her: the first to 
argue the opposite was the doctor Andrea Vesalius in his Fabbrica 
del corpo human (1543), raising naturally a pandemonium and 
ending up under the clutches of the Inquisition. 

Be that as it may, it is only after the fall that the woman will 
receive the name of Eve, from hawwah, "life", "because she was the 
mother of all living."23 Speaking of procreation, however, we do not 
know what Jahve's original project was. Perhaps, to leave Adam and 
Eve alone in Eden. Or intervene personally to increase the human 
race, allowing its representatives to "not get their hands dirty" in 
certain matters. Or, more likely, forbidding them to do so, since the 
most obvious interpretation of the episode of original sin24 it is 
precisely that the man and the woman have accomplished what, 
from then to today, most haunts both the Jewish and Christian 
religions (of course also the Muslim, which however we are not 
interested in here), and which they remove with all their unconscious 


Because it is true that, formally, the divine prohibition concerns 
not eating the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil:25 
among other things, in open contrast to the first version of creation, 
which instead expressly allowed the fruits of each tree to be 
eaten.26 But it is equally true that it is the verb yada ',’ to know ', 
which comes systematically used in the Bible to indicate the 
fulfillment of the sexual act, thus providing an authentic interpretation 


of the meaning of Jahve's request: an interpretation so annoying for 
Catholics, that the official CEI edition decided to betray it by 
translating the verb instead with "join". 

In any case, the whole story ejaculates sex from every pore: for 
example, Adam and Eve suddenly notice their nakedness, and 
Yahweh condemns the woman to multiply the pregnancies and give 
birth in pain.27 As for the snake, you don't need to be Freud to 
interpret its symbolism. But if one is, and in 1915 he wrote a chapter 
entitled "Dream Symbolism" in his Introduction to Psychoanalysis, he 
cannot help but note: "To the less understandable male sexual 
symbols belong certain reptiles and fish, especially the famous 
symbol of the snake". The incomprehensibility is of course due to the 
fact that, as a symbol of the penis, the snake will also be insinuating 
and slimy, but it is a bit limp: it can, however, easily rise into a hard 
stick, and the stick collapses into a snake, even in the hands. of 
Moses. 28 

To those who objected to the fact that the interpretation of the 
snake as a penis is pulled by the hairs, it will suffice to point out that 
it is in any case less fanciful than that still proposed by 
Christianity,29 who sees in the serpent the Devil: that is, a spiritual 
entity of which no word is mentioned not only in Genesis, where 
instead it is explicitly said that "the serpent was the most astute of all 
wild beasts",30 but throughout the Pentateuch! 

Be that as it may, the story of Jehovah continues by first having 
Adam and Eve procreate two sons, Cain and Abel, and then having 
Cain procreate in turn:31 an event that even a savage, for example 
that of Diderot's Supplement to the Voyage of Bougainville (1771), 
recognizes that it must be based on incest. In fact, either the two 
progenitors had only males, and then Cain had to mate with his 
mother Eve, or they also had daughters, and then it could have been 


some of the sisters who procreated with the brother. Unless, as 
Mormon founder Joseph Smith proposes in his Inspired Version of 
the Bible, by ingeniously solving the problem once and for all, Cain 
simply "took one of his brother's daughters to wife." 32 

Apart from incest, however, it is not at all clear how human 
genealogy proceeded in biblical history. Because, strangely, after the 
murder of his brother, Cain was afraid of being killed and "Yahweh 
imposed a sign on him, so that anyone who met him would not strike 
33 him," although in theory only he and his parents were left. And 
then why, even more strangely, when men began to multiply 34 there 
were giants on earth in those times - and even after - when the sons 
of God were united with the daughters of men and they bore them 
sons: these are the heroes of antiquity. 

Of course, a bit of common sense would be enough to interpret 
Adam and Eve as metaphors of the male and female genders, and 
to avoid all the problems one runs into wanting to consider them 
instead as specific names of two personal hypostases. And yet again 
in 1950 Pius XII declared, in the encyclical Humani Generis ("Of the 
Human Kind"): 35 

The faithful cannot embrace that opinion whose proponents teach 
that after Adam there were real men here on earth who did not 
originate, by natural generation, from the same as the progenitor of 
all men, or that Adam represents the ensemble of many progenitors. 

And even today the Catechism 36 insists on speaking of Adam 
and Eve as literal ancestors, to whom a literal God manifests 
himself, and which yield to the temptation of an equally literal devil: 
with good reasons, of course, otherwise the story of the Original Sin 
would lose its meaning and Redemption would prove useless. 

They are happy, however, everyone is happy. Or almost, since 
Yahweh, noticing the mess, "regretted having made man on earth 


and grieved in his heart", deciding to exterminate every living being: 
man, animals and birds.37 A singular behavior, for a god considered 
omnipotent and omniscient, above all in virtue of the fact that even 
later he will regret his other actions: for example, "of having made 
Saul king". 38 

This does not seem to upset him, however, given that in 
Jeremiah3Q he confesses quietly, and rather disconcertingly: 

Sometimes in regard to a people or a kingdom | decide to uproot, 
to tear down and to destroy; but if this people, against whom | had 
spoken, turn from their wickedness, | repent of the evil | had thought 
of doing them. 

Another time with regard to a people or a kingdom | decide to 
build and plant; but if it does what is bad in my eyes by not listening 
to my voice, | will repent of the good | promised to do to it. 


THE SOURCES OF THE PENTATEUCH 


At this point we find ourselves with two different gods, Elohim and 
Jahvé, and two opposing stories of creation, in one of which the man 
arrives at the end together with the woman, and in the other at the 
beginning and alone. And we would like to know how it could have 
happened that both (gods and stories, that is, not men and women) 
were able to unite with each other, in a syncretism that led the Jews 
first, and the Christians later, to consider them a one God and one 
history. 

Let us begin, first of all, to try to understand what the names of 
the two gods mean. As we have already mentioned, Elohim is the 
plural of Eloah, of which there is no need to be a linguist to feel the 
assonance withAllah: if, however, one necessarily wanted to be, then 
he would discover that between the two terms there are connections 


based not only on pronunciation, but also on roots, spelling, meaning 
and geography. 

Among other things, in Hebrew the consonant name Lh which is 
read Eloah can also be read Alah, obtaining verbal forms that the 
Dictionary of Ben Yehuda translates as "to make a pact" or "to 
adore". And there is nothing to be scandalized by this assonance, 
although to Jews and Christians it brings to mind the hated Muslims: 
Elah was in fact the name of God also in Aramaic, that is in the 
language of Jesus, and is already used about a hundred times in the 
Old Testament; and Allah is the name that Arabic-speaking 
Christians have always used to indicate the God of the Bible, before 
and after Muhammad. 

In Arabic Allah derives from Al ilah, "the God", and is therefore 
the proper name associated with the common name ilah, "god". The 
Islamic profession of faith la ilaha ill-allah can therefore be translated 
in two ways: "there is no other god but Allah" or "there is no other 
god but God", depending on whether wants to emphasize their 
specific personality or generic impersonality. 

There is a similar ambiguity for the term Elohim, which can also 
be used as a proper name "Gods", or as a common name "gods". 
And for the Hebrew commandment there is also yihyeh lecha elohim 
acherim alpanay,40 which can be translated as "there will be no 
other Elohim but me" or "there will be no gods other than me" 
(literally: "before me"). Speaking of ambiguity or confusion, none is 
greater than that relating to the names of God smoky revealed to 
Moses from the burning bush.41 First of all, in fact, the bush or 
whoever emits the famous pronouncement ehyeh asher ehyeh, 
which has been translated, depending on the case, as "I am that (or 
he) who is", "| am that (or he) who | am "," | am what (or who) | will 
be "," | will be what (or who) | will be ", and so on, and interpreted as" 


| am immutable "," | am eternal "," | will be there always »,« | am in 
the making »,« | am not yet there », and so be it. Immediately 
afterwards he adds that he is "I am" or "I will be", depending on the 
translations. And then, finally, he reveals that his name is Jahve, and 
that that "is my name forever, the title with which | will be 
remembered from generation to generation." Of course he also 
states that he is "the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob", although 
they never knew his real name, and instead called him Shaddai, 
"Almighty."42 Perhaps to put some order in this chaos, one of the 
theories on the tetragrammaton Yhwh proposes that it is a 
composition of the consonants of the three tenses of the verb to be: 
hayah (fu), howéh (é€), yehyéh ( Sara). The vocalization YaHoWeH 
(laoue) would therefore be a contraction of "was-is-will", more or less 
a "Fuera", and the meaning something like "Being". 


As we already know, however, the Jews remove the tetragrammaton 
Yhwh and pronounce it as Adonai. And they weren't the only ones to 
borrow Phoenician adon as the name of a god:Aton Egyptian, object 
of the first monotheistic cult in history established by Akhenaten, it is 
in fact also at the origin of the Greek Adonis, "Adonis", the 
vegetation deity that annually is born, lives, dies and resurrects. An 
evergreen god, therefore, who also gave his name to the garden of 
Adonis in which the women of Athens cultivated short-lived plants, 
which sprouted quickly and died just as quickly. After being loved by 
Aphrodite herself, Adonis met a bad end, which closely resembles 
that of Osiris and Christ: a violent but fruitful death, that is, in which 
the victim does not die in vain because he sheds his blood to 
regenerate the life of others ( in the case of Adonis that of the 
anemone, or Adonis vernalis). 


The different origin of the names, Canaanite of Elohim and 
Phoenician of Adonai, suggests that the two deities may be of 
northern derivation the first, and southern the second. However, this 
would remain only a mere curiosity, if the occurrences of the two 
names did not allow to unravel, from the intertwining of biblical 
verses, parallel stories based on one and the other divinity, and often 
contradicting each other. 

The fact was first noticed by the German Protestant pastor 
Henning Witter, in a work of 1711 with the explicit (and very 
pedantic) title: Jura Israelitarum in Palestinam terram Channaneam. 
Comment in Perpetual Genesim demonstrata, ut idiomatis authentici 
nativus sensus fideliter detegatur, Mosis Autoris primaeva intentio 
sollicite definiatur, adeoque Corpus Doctrinae & Juris tum 
antiquissimum, tum consummatissimum tandem eruatur ("The right 
of the Israelites to the Palestinian land of Canaan. Commentary on 
Genesis definitively demonstrated, to faithfully reveal the original 
meaning of authentic language, to define exactly the primary 
intention of the author Moses, and finally to extract the very ancient 
and most perfect Body of Doctrine and Law "). 

Following countless linguistic archeology studies, 43 today the 
Pentateuch is thought to be actually composed of (at least) four 
sources: two elohists called E and P respectively (from the German 
Priester, "priest"), a Yahwist called J and a deuteronomic called D. 
Of course, to separate sources that use the same divine name other 
similar clues are used: for example, the names of places or people, 
such as Oreb and letro in E and Sinai and Reuel in J, or the style. 


In the account of creation, the difference between the sources is 
substantially theological, in the sense that they limit themselves to 


narrating different mythologies. In particular, Elohim is represented in 
a more transcendent and cosmic way, and Jahve in a more 
anthropomorphic and earthly way: for example, after the fall Adam 
and Eve heard the latter who "walked in the garden in the breeze of 
the day, and they hid from him in the middle of the trees ». 44 

But when it comes to the history of the Jewish people, the 
differences become political and legal: from them we deduce that the 
two versions reflect, on the one hand, the political events of the two 
kingdoms of northern Israel and southern of Judah in which the 
country is it was divided after the death of Solomon, described in the 
books of the Kings and the Chronicles; on the other hand, the 
theological rivalries of the various religious orders of the country, the 
principal of which were those of the priests of Jerusalem, Bethel and 
Silo. 


The reason the sources were not kept separate, as in the case of the 
Gospels, is that they were too contradictory to each other. And since 
they wanted to unite to forge a common history, after the rebuilding 
of the Temple and the restoration of the Jewish state described in the 
books of Ezra and Nehemiah, and no tradition could be discarded 
without creating resentment among the part of the population to 
which it belonged, it was sometimes decided to simply juxtapose 
them, as in the case of creation, and at other times to blend them 
together, as in the case of the flood. 


The result is often a pastiche, not to say more openly an irritating 
and unnerving mess. For example, in the story of the flood it is not 
possible to understand whether Noah takes one or seven pairs of 


clean animals into the ark, if he enters it at the beginning of the flood 
or a week earlier, if the high water lasts forty or one hundred and fifty 
days, whether the ark comes to rest on Ararat after seven or ten 
months, whether a raven or a dove is sent to patrol, whether the 
earth was dry on the first day of the first month or the twenty-seventh 
of the second, and so on. 45 

As for the problem of when the compilation was made, and by 
whom, we can only put forward hypotheses. The most obvious is 
that the author was Ezra, the only person other than Moses to whom 
the Bible recognizes the role of legislator. According to tradition, in 
fact, it was he who publicly read the 

Pentateuch to the crowd, after his return from the exile of 
Babylon in 538 peV 46 


THE REVELATION 


Nobody today is surprised, of course, that for the unity of a nation, 
and above all for the cultural identity of a people, mythopoeic, 
symbolic and literary texts could be elaborated, 

compiling them from various more or less fantastic sources. But 
this has not always been the case, especially when it was the 
Original integrity of the Bible and its divine inspiration that were 
questioned. 


Baruch Spinoza experienced it firsthand, the Jewish philosopher who 
in 1656, at the age of twenty-four, was expelled from the Jewish 
community for his unscrupulous nonconformity. In 1670 he published 
the Theological-Political Treatise, in which he proposed to approach 
the Bible as a human, rather than divine book, applying to his 


hermeneutics all the linguistic, philological and historical tools 
available: in 1674, punctually, the book (that of Spinoza, not God's) 
was condemned and banned by Dutch courts. 

Richard Simon, a priest who had converted to Catholicism from 
Protestantism, tried to save what could be saved and published in 
1678 a Critical History of the Old Testament, in which he argued that 
the Pentateuch was actually made up of an original and unitary 
nucleus due to Moses , to which modifications and additions had 
been made by divinely inspired prophets. But even this was already 
too much for the times: poor Simon was attacked by both Catholics 
and Protestants, and ended up defeated and put on the Index. 

As time passed, however, the various sources of the Old 
Testament were identified, and it became increasingly difficult to 
continue to maintain its integrity. The work that constituted for the 
theory of biblical evolution the analogue of whatThe origin of Charles 
Darwin's (1859) species had been for the theory of biological 
evolution was Julius Wellhausen's Composition of the Hexateuch 
(1876). He made the first great systematic synthesis of the various 
discoveries, which is essentially the following. 


The two Yahwist sources J and Elohist E were compiled around 850 
and 750 respectively peV in the kingdoms of Judah and Israel, and 
reunited after the destruction of the second in 722. The priestly 
source P dates back to the reign of Hezekiah, between 716 and 687, 
and sanctions the division he made between priests and Levites.47 
Deuteronomic source D was created by Josiah in 622, and smuggled 
as the lucky find of the lost scroll of the torah.48 Finally, after 538 
Ezra unified all the documents in the Pentateuch, which was 


subsequently variously reworked and assumed its current definitive 
form towards the second century peV. 

As you can imagine, the ecclesiastical reactions to these findings 
were strongly negative, and were not limited to academic refutations: 
for example, the articles that William Robertson Smith wrote on the 
subject for theEncyclopedia British in 1875 unleashed a revolt in the 
oxymoronic Free Scottish Church to which he belonged, which cut 
him off from teaching. 


By the end of the nineteenth century, however, the evidence had 
spread also among Catholics, and in 1893 an alarmed Leo XIll 
denounced, in his’ encyclical Providentissimus Deus ("God 
Provvidentissimo"),49 the rationalists as "true sons and heirs of the 
old heretics", who "believe they are destroying the sacred truth of the 
Scriptures, imposing their detestable errors on the world as 
peremptory pronouncements of a new and self-styled free science". 

Only fifty years later, in 1943, Pius XIl finally accepted the 
evidence. His encyclical Divino afflante Spiritu ("Inspired by the 
Divine Spirit"), after having defined that of his predecessor "the 
Magna Carta of biblical studies", opportunely provided to disavow it 
by encouraging scientific hermeneutics: 

Therefore await our writers with due diligence at this point, and 
let none of those new discoveries made by archeology or ancient 
history or literature, which are apt to make better known what was 
the mentality of the ancient writers, and their manner and the art of 
reasoning, narrating, writing. In this matter, even lay Catholics should 
know that they will not only benefit profane science, but will also 
render an important service to the Christian cause. 50 


The official CEI edition of the Bible therefore has no difficulty today in 
recognizing in the introduction to the Pentateuch that "in the work 
variously intersecting traditions and documents converge, which can 
be spread over a period of time that goes from the time of Moses ( 
13th century peV) at the time of the restoration of the people of Israel 
after the exile in Babylon (5th century peV) ». To quote the Book of 
Proverbs: "better late than never", and “all is well that ends well". 


After accepting the theorem that the Pentateuch is a muddled and 
confused collage of variegated and unequal works, does the Church 
therefore also derive the corollary that it is, necessarily, "human, too 
human"? Naturally, this is not an idea, because with this "great 
refusal" he would undermine the ideal celestial foundations on which 
his real earthly building is based. 

And so the Dogmatic Constitution of the Second Vatican 
Ecumenical Council Dei Verbum ("Of the Word of God"), which being 
dogmatic precisely states things that a Catholic cannot but accept, 
continues to declare: 51 

The Holy Mother Church, by apostolic faith, considers all whole 
sacred and canonical the books both of the Old and the New 
Testament, with all their parts, because they were written by 
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, have God as their author and as such 
they were delivered to the Church. For the composition of the Holy 
Books, God chose and made use of men in possession of their 
faculties and abilities, so that, acting He in them and through them, 
they would write, as true authors, all and only those things that Hehe 
wanted them written. 52 

Two pearls shine, in this statement. On the one hand, the 
presence of an amusing excusatio non petita on the sanity of the 


material authors of the Bible, which reveals the concern for the 
accusatio manifesta that anyone who reads their work with a critical 
spirit could sometimes advance. On the other hand, the lack of any 
attempt to answer the most obvious of the questions: why would 
those who dictate would have wanted so many things to be written 
which, as we have begun to notice and will continue to do, are 
scientifically wrong, logically contradictory, false historically, humanly 
foolish, ethically reprehensible, literally ugly and stylistically botched, 
instead of simply inspiring a correct, consistent, true, intelligent, just, 
beautiful and 

linear work? Mysteries of faith, even if in the Critique of Hegelian 
philosophy Ludwig Feuerbach proposed a possible and convincing 
solution: that one of the many errors of Genesis, the most tragically 
fraught with consequences for humanity, 


MODERN COSMOGONIES 


The first eleven chapters of Genesis, to which we have devoted 
ourselves so far, constitute two Hebrew versions of the myth of 
creation, which the various cultures have conjugated through the 
most colorful literary images and the most disparate philosophical 
visions. Of course, today no one who is "in possession of his 
faculties and abilities" would assign scientific or historical value to 
those myths, believing, for example, that the world was actually 
created in six days or the woman from a man's rib. 


The problem is that the world, at the base and at the top, is 
unfortunately full of crazy people. And of creationists, ancient and 
modern, too. Among the first, the best known sample of dating based 


on biblical chronologies was Bishop James Ussher, who after 
precise calculations was able to establish the exact moment of 
creation: for the record, the sunset (of what?) Of 22 October 4004 
peV This and similar dates naturally entered into crisis when geology 
began to churn out the cosmic dates of science, which made the 
anthropic ones of the Bible pale. 


Among the latter, the palm goes to the World Association of Christian 
Fundamentalists who, in 1925 in Daytona, Tennessee, denounced 
the biology teacher John Scopes for teaching evolutionism: a media 
circus called "The trial of the monkeys was unleashed. Which ended 
with the conviction of the accused (who was the professor, of course, 
not creationism). 

Incidentally, the prosecutor was not just any poor idiot, but a rich 
and special one: his name was William Bryan and he had been 
President Woodrow Wilson's Secretary of State, as well as the 
Democratic presidential candidate three times, demonstrating that 
the creationism did not come to the US government only with 
George W. Bush. 


In the United States, the debate on the subject was officially closed 
in 1987 by a decision of the Supreme Court, which after the 
promulgation in Arkansas and Louisiana of laws on the equalization 
between biological theory and biblical mythology established that 
"trying to promote a religious creationism or prohibiting the teaching 
of a scientific theory unwelcome to certain religious sects violates the 
First Amendment of the Constitution ”. 


The resolution closed one front, but the creationists naturally 
opened others. On the one hand, they try to turn the omelette upside 
down by arguing no longer that the mythological tale is scientific, but 
that it is the scientific tale that is mythological: therefore, a new claim 
of a level playing field, but this time on a postmodernist rather than 
religious basis. On the other hand, they ask for space to be given to 
"scientific" evidence against evolution, and to the "scientific" theories 
of the Anthropic Principle and the Intelligent Project. 

Even the debate on these issues was officially closed in the 
United States in 2005 by a sentence of the court of Dover, 
Pennsylvania, which ruled that "the/ntelligent Design is a particular 
form of Christianity ”, and as such it cannot claim to be accompanied 
by evolution in public teaching. 

However, since these neo-creationist strategies move the debate 
away from the more strictly theological level to a philosophical or 
(para) scientific one, we can religiously return to doctrine and 
address the Catholic attitude towards creationism. An official position 
was taken in 1950 by Pius XII in the encyclical Humani Generis ("Of 
Mankind"), 53 in which he declares the first eleven chapters of 
Genesis 

"They belong to the historical genre in a real sense," and adds: 

If anything ancient hagiographers took from popular narratives 
(which may be allowed), it must never be forgotten that they did this 
with the help of inspiration divine, who has them in the choice and 
evaluation of those documents guarded from any mistake. Therefore 
the popular narratives inserted in the Holy Scriptures cannot at all be 
placed on the same level as mythologies or the like, which are the 
result of a heated imagination rather than that of love 

to the truth and to simplicity that stands out so much in the Holy 
Books, even in the Old Testament, that we have to say that our 


hagiographers are blatantly superior to the ancient profane writers. 
54 


Now, with all due respect to the pope, the best seller by Fritjof Capra 
The tao of physics showed that other religions can also boast some 
vague assonance with modern scientific theories. But it cannot be 
denied that the first account of creation has some of its own, 
especially with the Big Bang and evolutionism. 

As for the first, for example, after all her theory was elaborated 
for the first time by an abbot, Georges Lemaitre, and the lucky but 
derogatory name of "Grande Botto" or "Bottone" was given to her by 
an atheist, Fred Hoyle, who despised it was "in conformity with 
Judeo-Christian theology." It is therefore not surprising that Pius XIl 
himself declared triumphant in this regard, in his speech on the origin 
of the universe of 22 November 1951 to the Pontifical Academy of 
Sciences: 


It really seems that today's science, suddenly going back millions of 
centuries, has managed to bear witness to that primordial Fiat lux 
when a sea of light and radiation burst out of nowhere with matter, 
while the particles of chemical elements split up and millions of 
galaxies gathered, [...] confirming with the concreteness proper to 
physical evidence the contingency of the universe and the well- 
founded deduction that at that time the cosmos came out of the hand 
of the Creator. 


However, it seems that the pope allowed himself a little too carried 
away by enthusiasm, forgetting on the one hand that the beginning 
of Genesis is the exact opposite of a creation from nothing, and on 
the other that the Big Bang is to be to be understood as a beginning 
that is not absolute, but relative: not surprisingly, it is perfectly 
compatible with the current theories that consider our universe and 
its Big Bang only one of many, and do not at all exclude the possible 
"eternity" of the quantum vacuum, of which the various Big Bangs 
could be nothing but more or less insignificant fluctuations. 


As for evolutionism, after all the titles of both Darwin's masterpieces 
can be translated The genesis of species and The genesis of man, 
and here too there are generic assonances: for example, the 
progress of creation from plants to fish, to animals, to man. But they 
are much less important than specific divergences: from "details" 
such as the appearance of plants before the Sun, or of birds before 
reptiles, to fundamental aspects such as_ repeated divine 
interventions, the instantaneous and independent emergence of the 
various species, and the divinity of man. 

Now, even John Paul Il has had to admit reluctantly, in his 
speech on the origin of life and evolution of 22 October 1996 at the 
Pontifical Academy of Sciences, that today Darwinism is no longer "a 
mere hypothesis". But he couldn't help but draw an insurmountable 
border, stating: 

The theories of evolution which, according to the philosophies 
that inspire them, consider the spirit as emerging from the forces of 
living matter or as a simple epiphenomenon of this matter, are 
incompatible with the truth of man. They are also unable to found the 
dignity of the person. 


The castling on the divinity of man naturally clashes with the 
evidence of his animality accumulated since the publication ofOrigin 
of Darwin's man in 1871, until the discovery of the universality of the 
genetic code by Marshall Nirenberg in 1966: the latter definitively 
demonstrates how life forms are all linked together and proceed from 
a common ancestor, which between the other has also been 
baptized and is called Luke, like the evangelist, from Last Universal 
Common Ancestor ("Last Universal Common Ancestor"). 


The reason for this entrenchment is also a mystery from the point of 
view of a believer: in fact, one cannot see why an almighty God 
could not have created a universe in which first life and then 
consciousness evolved spontaneously and gradually from inanimate 
matter. It is only the attachment to the idea that the authors of 
Genesis were "forewarned of any error", which is now contrary to all 
evidence, that leads to the embarrassing clash between science and 
faith on this particular subject. 

After all, the attachment to the history of the creation of man in 
the image of God is no more rational than that of the fable of the 
birth of the rainbow as the seal of a post-Flood pact: "When | gather 
the clouds on the earth and the arch will appear on the clouds | will 
remember my alliance between you and me ».55 The second is a 
beautiful poetic image but a nasty scientific nonsense, because the 
rainbow is a phenomenon that can be easily explained by the laws of 
optics. Why shouldn't the first one, which today can similarly, albeit 
more difficultly, be explained by the laws of biology? 


But, above all, why should we continue to allow ourselves to be 
taught superficial and primitive religious myths since childhood, 
instead of immediately starting to be exposed to disclosures of their 
profound and modern scientific truths? As Darwin himself said in his 
Autobiography, in a sentence that his wife Emma censored in the 
first edition of 1887: 


We must not overlook the likelihood that the constant inculcation of 
belief in God into the minds of children can produce such a strong 
and lasting effect on their not yet fully developed brains that it 
becomes as difficult for them to get rid of it as it is for a monkey to 
get rid of its instinctive fear or repugnance of the serpent. 


Ee 
THE GOD OF ISRAEL 


AFTER THE FIRST mythological station of the beginning of Genesis, 
our via crucis continues with the fantasy of the birth of the Jewish 
people and the conquest of the Promised Land: that is, chapters XIl- 
L of Genesis, theExodus, the Numbers, and the books of Joshua 
and the Judges. 


THE PATRIARCHS 


Starting from chapter XII, the story of Genesis literally passes "from 
the stars to the stables", abandoning the grandiose cosmic events of 
the beginnings to concentrate on the small earthly quarrels of a 
people of Middle Eastern shepherds of three thousand years ago. 
The debut is surprising, because without preambles or explanations 
Jahve abruptly orders a certain Abraham (from abraham, "father of a 
multitude" or "patriarch"): 1 

Leave your country, your country and your father's house, to the 
country that | will show you. | will make a great people out of you and 
bless you, make your name great and you will become a blessing. | 
will bless those who bless you and curse those who curse you, and 
in you all the families of the earth will be blessed. 


This mission statement already contains the two mantras of the 
Promised Land and the Chosen People, which will be chanted ad 
nauseam and in countless repetitions throughout the Old Testament. 
But it also contains the disavowal of the entire previous history of 
creation, because no just universal divinity would have neither 
wanted nor could have behaved in an unjustly partial way towards a 
single people: above all, on the basis of the sole justification of 
having chosen it "because he loves it ", and not because it is just or 
upright, because rather" it is of a hard neck ".2 

So Jahve throws off the false mask of Creator of every man to 
show his true face of God of Abraham alone, and he does so right 
away. That is, from the embarrassing episode3 in which Abraham 
descends to Egypt, and fearing that the Egyptians will kill him to take 
his beautiful wife Sarah, he orders her to say that she is only his 
sister. Pharaoh falls in love with her, although she is in her seventies, 
4 and in order to have it filled Abraham with "flocks, herds, donkeys, 
camels, male and female slaves". But how do Yahweh and Elohim 
react? Instead of punishing the patriarch for his cowardly and 
fraudulent behavior, the former "strikes the pharaoh and his house 
with great calamities" and the second "made all the women in his 
house barren", leaving the Egyptians perplexed and astonished, and 
we also. 


Later the episode repeats itself as it is, and not only for the usual 
story of the two (different) versions, which we will no longer pay too 
much attention to, but because the game is also redone by Isaac:5 
who, among other things, could not even invoke the pitiful excuse of 


not having completely lied, as incestuous. Abraham did, however, 
because he had married a half-sister on his father's side:6 a situation 
that the ineffable CEI official edition he comments by saying that "the 
morality of the Old Testament was not perfect and delicate like that 
of the Gospel". 7 

But this is an understatement that would make an Englishman 
pale! Abraham has a son of a slave girl,8 and then he throws him out 
of the house because of his wife's jealousy.9 Lot, grandson (son of 
brother) of Abraham, procreates with both of his own daughters. 10 
Jacob, the grandson (son of the son) of Isaac, has two wives who 
are sisters to each other.11 Reuben, son of Jacob, sleeps with his 
father's concubine.12 Judah, another son of Jacob, has two sons by 
his daughter-in-law.13 And so on, cheerfully. 


But Yahweh does not care, while instead he undertakes to 
exterminate Sodom and Gomorrah in "sulfur and fire",14 whose 
inhabitants will not have been so much worse than the patriarchs 
and their families, unless they want to consider sodomy as the worst. 
And as long as this was the fault of the city, since history is not so 
clear, although there is some element to deduce it: two angels in fact 
come to visit Lot, the inhabitants demand them to "get to know 
them", but the pious man offers their virgin daughters in exchange 
(the same ones that he will later deflower himself, procreating with 
both). 


Of course, offering virgins to a gang of molesters Lot seems to 
confirm that he fears some nasty sexual intention, but not 
necessarily the one usually associated with the term "sodomy": also 


because, in that case, virginity would have been of little benefit. 
However, Ezekiel 15 more generically he accuses the city of "pride, 
gluttony, indolent idleness" and of "not reaching out to the poor and 
indigent". 

In order not to leave any doubts, however, Christians will 
formalize the sin of sodomy as "sex against nature" in a verse of the 
Letter of Down from,16 the work that concludes the New Testament, 
before the fireworks of the Apocalypse: 


So Sodom and Gomorrah and the neighboring cities, which 
abandoned themselves to immorality and went after [s/c] to unnatural 
vices, they are as an example undergoing the pains of an eternal 
fire. 

Note the interesting shift in meaning from the original Greek 
sarkos heteros to the Italian translation «vices against nature». The 
former literally means "heterocarnality,", and simply indicated a 
sexual diversion that was by no means reprehensible to the Greeks, 
not to say that it was at all approachable. The second, on the other 
hand, reveals the Christian sexophobic consideration — of 
homosexuality and, more generally, of anal intercourse as contrary 
to the laws of nature, although animals also practice them: and not 
only those erotomaniacs of the bonobi, but also mice, rabbits, goats, 
horses, pigs, lions, sheep, giraffes and chimpanzees, as well as 
dolphins and whales. If, however, Sodom did not usurp his name, 
then Jahve must have been sensitive to certain things but not to 
others, because he was not comfortable with incest and polygamy, 
but he gave in literal rages for sodomy. And while he did not care 
about the illegitimate and incestuous children that Judas had with his 
daughter-in-law, even allowing one of them to become a progenitor 


of David and Jesus,17 he killed his legitimate son Onan because he 
had refused to procreate with his brother's widow, and had invented 
the meritorious technique of onanism which today bears his name. 
18 

Therefore, no contraceptives, not even "natural" ones. But 
assisted procreation yes, since it was the same Jahve and Elohim 
who practiced it for the first time to allow the ninety-year-old Sarah, 
wife of the ninety-nine-year-old Abraham, to procreate their only son 
Isaac. In truth, the strong patriarch did not have any problems of 
functioning: later, in fact, he remarried and had several other 
children, all without help whatsoever. But, obviously, Sara "had 
ceased what happens regularly to women." The two divinities 
therefore decided to intervene personally, in a story that all together 
simply makes you laugh: and it was precisely because Sarah herself 
laughed, at the announcement of her anachronistic motherhood, that 
her son was called Ytzchak, "He laughed." 19 

Now, what about the subsequent request of Yahweh and Elohim 
to Abraham, to sacrifice that very son to him?20 Naturally, it is 
presented as a test that the patriarch passes brilliantly, but the fact 
remains that it is a bloody request, as well as bizarre, and that 
Abraham was willing to grant it: perhaps because it did not take long 
to understand that, after having bothered to have Isaac born of a 
ninety-year-old to become the second progenitor of the Chosen 
People, it would have been a bit strange that now they wanted to kill 
him. Although there is something unconvincing in the story, because 
this time the two sources are mixed together very strangely. First, in 
fact, it is Elohim who asks for the sacrifice and "provides the 
lamb".21 But to stop the murderous hand is "the angel of Jahveé", 
and the place is called by Abraham "Jahvé provides"22 (although, as 


we have already seen, Jehovah will later tell Moses that no one 
before him knew his name). 


Since the story ends by saying that "Abraham returned to his 
servants," and Isaac will never again be mentioned by the Elohist 
source, one can imagine that in the original version Abraham did not 
refuse his son to Elohim, and that she was purged when the two 
sources have been brought together to give the impression of divine 
mercy. Only a partial impression, however, because there will not 
always be a similar happy ending afterwards. 

For example, when Jephthah sacrifices his daughter for a vow 
made in order to propitiate victory in battle.23 Or when David 
sacrifices two of Saul's sons and five grandchildren to right a wrong 
done by Saul.24 Or when Josiah will slaughter all the priests of the 
local deities of Samaria on the altars. 25 And only after these 
barbarities Yahweh and Elohim "will show themselves appeased". 26 

In any case, from Leviticus animals, but also humans: 27 it is 
clear that the cult involved not only sacrifices 


What a person has consecrated to the Lord with a vow of 
extermination, among the things that belong to him: person, animal 
or piece of land of his patrimony, can neither be sold nor redeemed; 
everything devoted to extermination is a most holy thing, reserved 
for the Lord. No person voted to extermination, it can be redeemed; 
she will have to be put to death. 28 

After his failed sacrifice, Isaac in the Yahwist version became his 
father's favorite at the expense of his many brothers, including the 
firstborn Ishmael. The latter Abraham had had it from a slave 


procured for him by the same wife, when by now she believed she 
could no longer have children, but drove him out of the house after 
the arrival of the beloved heir.29 Five other children with a second 
wife, plus an unspecified number of "children of the concubines", 
suffered the same fate, again so as not to interfere with the 
predilection for Isaac. 30 

When his turn came, he was no less than his father in paternal 
love. Only this time he preferred the first-born Esau to the second- 
born Jacob, who was mother Rebecca's boyfriend: the two were 
twins, and their names came from the fact that they were born the 
first Esav, «Complete [of red fur]», and the second literally holding 
back the brother for the Yaakov, «Heel». 31 

Since the good child is seen from birth, later Jacob does not 
hesitate to use deceit and lies in order to wrest the birthright and 
blessing of his father from Esau. The first one buys it from his 
brother for a lentil soup, after the latter returned tired and hungry 
from the fields, while he had been lazing around at home.32 The 
second extorts it from his now old and blind father, putting on a goat 
skin to simulate his brother's hairiness and claiming to be him, while 
Esau had gone hunting for Isaac.33 It will be this handsome fellow 
who will have the courage to declare to his father-in-law, when the 
time comes: "my own honesty will answer for me." 34 

But, nevertheless, it is precisely to Jacob that the promise 
already made to Abraham and Isaac, to make the Chosen People 
become his progeny, is renewed in a dream.35 A progeny that 
begins to diversify from the twelve children he has from two wives 
and two slaves, and who mythologically represent the twelve tribes 
of Israel.36 Just as the latter name derives mythologically from a 
fight that Jacob sustains for an entire night with a_ very 
anthropomorphic Elohim, who then gives him the nickname of 


Yisrael "because you fought (sar) with God (E/) and with men and 
you have won ». 37 


THE PROMISED LAND 


The dream of the Promised Land, which has been handed down 
over the centuries until today, rests on the promise that Yahweh 
made to Abraham from the beginning of Genesis: 38 
Raise your eyes and from the place where you are looking 
towards the north and the south, towards the east and the west. All 
the country you see, | will give to you and your offspring forever. 
More precisely: 39 


To your offspring | give this land from the river of Egypt to the great 
river, the Euphrates; the country where the Kenites, the Kennezites, 
the Kadmonites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Refraim, the 
Amorites, the Canaanites, the Gergesei, the Evei and the Jebusei 
live. 


This promise implies that eleven peoples will have to be displaced 
from their lands, to make way for the eleven secular tribes of Israel: 
the twelfth, the priestly one of the Levites, which is an analogue of 
the Indian caste of the Brahmins, will instead be destined forty-eight 
cities scattered throughout the country. .4Q0 However, since eleven is 
not a good number, the districts will still be twelve because Joseph's 
tribe will receive two. 

As for the borders of the future state, it all depends on who and 
how the text is interpreted. For sensible laymen who consider it in a 


literary way, it constitutes only an abstract fiction, on which no 
concrete right obviously can be based. For foolish fundamentalists 
who read it literally, it instead becomes the theological basis for a 
territorial claim "from the Nile to the Euphrates", that is, of everything 
between Egypt and the Eastern Sudan, Northern Ethiopia and 
Western Iraq: namely, in addition to those, Eritrea, Yemen, Oman, 
United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Israel, Jordan, 
Lebanon and Syria. It is therefore not surprising that Arabs get 
nervous today when they hear Jewish fundamentalists talking about 
"Greater Israel". Conversely, it is not difficult to understand where the 
historical Jews derived these grandiose dreams: obviously, from the 
exiles in Egypt and Babylon, whose lands constitute precisely the 
boundaries of the desire for revenge of the oppressed on the 
oppressors (back then, given that today the parties are reversed). 
The first step towards the conquest of the Promised Land was 
taken by Abraham when he bought the first lot to build a tomb for his 
wife, which later became the cemetery of the patriarchs and their 
wives.41 A second lot was bought by Jacob to camp and erect an 
altar.42 Since then, the purchase of land has been one of the two 
sides of the strategy of conquering Palestine: the peaceful one, still 
pursued in the twentieth century by Theodor Herzl's Zionism. 


The other face, the violent one, also dates back to a mythological 
episode. After having received from the Prince of the Evei a formal 
offer of cohabitation, which provided for the right to mixed marriages 
and the purchase of land, the sons of Jacob demand and obtain the 
circumcision of all the Evei, because "we cannot give our sister to an 
uncircumcised one. " But while the men are suffering from the 


operation, two of the brothers exterminate them all and sack the city, 
kidnapping their women and their children. 43 

In addition to the active policy of economic purchase and military 
conquest of the Promised Land, the Jews have practiced a passive 
complementary of ethnic self-segregation by the inhabitants of the 
places in which they have resided since the beginning. It goes back 
to Isaac and Rebekah, and to the "great bitterness" they manifested 
over the marriage of their son Esau to two Hittites.44 More explicitly: 
45 


Rebecca said to Isaac: "I disgust my life because of these Hittite 
women: if Jacob takes a wife among the Hittites like these, among 
the daughters of the country, what good is life to me?" 


Then Isaac called Jacob, blessed him and gave him this command: 
"You must not marry among the daughters of Canaan." 

It is precisely because of his mingling with the original inhabitants 
of the Promised Land that Esau, although Isaac's eldest son, is 
ousted from the succession. The same thing had _ previously 
happened to Ishmael, the first-born that Abraham had had from the 
Egyptian slave, but at that time Sarah had cited social rather than 
ethnic discrimination as a reason for repudiation, simply saying: "the 
son of a slave must not to be heir with my son ». And when the Jews 
have now come 46 out of the Egyptian exile and are about to return 
to the Promised Land, the prohibition is expressly established not 
only to mix, but even to cohabit with the locals, and at the same time 
the borders of the state are redefined: 47 


| will establish your border from the Red Sea to the Philistine Sea 
and from the desert to the river, for | will hand over the inhabitants of 
the land to you and drive them out of your presence. But do not 
make a covenant with them and their gods. 

Here it seems that the future of Israel has suddenly become 
small and uncertain. On the one hand, in fact, we no longer speak of 
a land that unites the Nile to the Euphrates, but of apparently much 
more circumscribed borders. On the other hand, while some of these 
borders are set naturally and precisely by the Mediterranean, the 
Red Sea and the Jordan, others remain vague lines in the desert, 
and their vagueness will be the source of countless woes from then 
to the present day. 

And it certainly doesn't help that, as usual, the Bible provides 
conflicting versions of this. Indeed, worse than usual, because 
precisely on the crucial question of the boundaries of the Promised 
Land the versions multiply and include, depending on the time, "the 
mountains of the Amorites and all the neighboring regions",48 the 
areas "from the desert to Lebanon and from the Euphrates to the 
Mediterranean", "the whole country of the Hittites".49 And 50 the 
latter expression, among other things, has allowed some Jewish 
fundamentalists to claim a divine right even outside the Middle East 
and well into Asia Minor, given that the empire of the Hittites 
extended to its maximum to include , in addition to present-day 
Syria, also the eastern half of present-day Turkey. 

Far from being stale academic discussions, these topics 
constitute current political disputes. For example, Yasser Arafat 
showed on May 25, 1990 to the United Nations Security Council, for 
the occasion agreed in Geneva so that he could participate, the map 
shown on the (then) new Israeli 10 agorot coin, in which apparently 
the country it is represented as comprising "all of Palestine, all of 


Lebanon, all of Jordan, half of Syria, two thirds of Irag, one third of 
Saudi Arabia (including Medina) and half of Sinai". 


Whether the expansionist aims attributed by Arafat to the Israeli 
government were real or imaginary, the fact remains that the very 
existence of Israel rests on an alleged historical continuity which 
ultimately goes back to a supposed divine promise. And it is 
precisely this continuity that touches us closely, when it is invoked 
not only in the "damned Holy Land" to regulate territorial issues or 
ethnic conflicts, but also in the Christian West to impose 
anachronistic theocratic values on modern secular populations. 


EL LIBERTADOR 


If the Promised Land is the positive obsession of the Jews, Egypt 
constitutes its complementary negative obsession: an omnipresent 
obsession in the Old Testament, from the first book of Genesis to the 
last (in chronological order) of Wisdom. 

Egypt makes its grand entrance into the concluding chapters of 
Genesis, 51 which narrate in short that story of Joseph and his 
brothers that between 1933 and 1943 Thomas Mann will expand in 
the two thousand pages of his homonymous tetralogy. This is 
obviously a symbolic story, which aims to explain why the Jews 
found themselves in Egyptian exile. An exile that, according to the 
usual multiple versions, lasted 400 or 430 years,52 and whose 
original nucleus was made up of seventy people: Jacob, his twelve 
sons and his fifty-seven grandchildren. The most interesting 53 
aspect of the story is that Jacob arrives in Egypt, with eleven sons 


and their grandchildren, only many years after his remaining and 
favorite son Joseph, fleeing his jealous brothers, had gone. 

This could be a symbolic clue that the exile and the exodus, 
assuming they are historical facts and not just myths, may have 
involved only a part of the Jews. If so, perhaps only the Levites, 
among whom there were individuals with Egyptian names, starting 
with Moses himself, and who did not occupy any of the twelve 
circumscriptions of the country. And probably only the populations of 
the south, adjacent to Egypt, as confirmed by the fact that the tales 
of the wonders relating to the birth of Moses and the escape from 
Egypt54 they are not present in the elohist source E, relating to the 
northern kingdom. According to Genesis, however, exile in the 
beginning was not a forced captivity, but a voluntary refuge in a land 
untouched by famine. 

And according to the Exodus,55 it was when the Jews became 
too numerous and powerful that they were sent to forced labor and 
the pharaoh ordered that all their sons be killed, in an early version 
of the slaughter of the innocents. It is because of this edict that, after 
his birth, Moses is abandoned on the Nile in a papyrus basket with a 
bottom smeared with bitumen, miraculously survives and is saved by 
retaliation by the pharaoh's daughter, who then adopts him: hence 
his Hebrew name Moshe, "Extracted [from the waters]". 56 

This story, of the rescue from the waters of a future leader, is 
actually a widespread archetype in the cultures of the time. For 
example, a 7th century BCE myth about the founder of the Akkadian 
dynasty Sargone the Great tells of its origins: 


My city is Azupiranu, on the banks of the Euphrates. My mother 
conceived me in secret. He put me in a reed basket, and sealed the 


bottom with bitumen. He put me on the river, which he took and took 
me to Akki, the water extractor. Akki, a water extractor, adopted me 
as a son and raised me. Akki, water extractor, made me his 
gardener. And while | was a gardener, the goddess Ishtar granted 
me her love, and | reigned for years. 

The adoption by the daughter of the pharaoh himself, on the 
other hand, could indicate that Moses was a high-ranking Egyptian, 
later escaped from Egypt for some reason, with his followers: in this 
case his name would be Moses, who in Egyptian it simply means 
"Son", as in Tutmoses or Ahmoses. And he could be Ramoses, 
Crown Prince of Queen Hashepsut, who mysteriously disappeared 
from Egyptian history when she died. Or a dignitary of Akhenaten's 
court, the first monotheist, who did not accept the dismissal of the 
one god and decided to export his religion elsewhere. 

Be that as it may, the history ofExodus he continues by saying 
that when he was grown up, Moses saw an Egyptian mistreat a Jew, 
killed him and took refuge in the Sinai peninsula to escape reprisals, 
remaining there for forty years.57 And it is on Horeb and Sinai, 
usually identified in a single mountain, that Elohim and Yahweh re- 
enter the story and appear to Moses, finally revealing their names 
and teaching him some circus tricks, such as turning a stick into a 
snake, or put a healthy hand in his chest and pull it out leprously. 58 

However, Jahve apparently does not know how to remedy 
Moses' stammering, and is therefore forced to invent the 
cumbersome transmission scheme according to which he will speak 
to Moses, who will speak to his brother Aaron, who will speak to the 
Chosen People, who often will not listen. 59 All this, of course, to 
establish a pedigree for the so-called kohanim or cohanim, "priests" 
(from kohen or cohen, "priest"), who claimed to be descended from 
Aaron. 


They were consecrated with special ceremonies, wore special 
vestments and performed reserved rituals.60 And their belonging to 
a single genetic strain was 

confirmed in 1997 by the discovery of a particular Y chromosome 
shared by Cohens or Coens from all over the world, today called the 
Aronne chromosome and dated to about three thousand years ago: 
a transmission made possible by the fact that, while Judaism was 
inherited through the mother, the priesthood was exceptionally 
inherited through the father. 

But let's go back to Moses, who in turn returns to Egypt and tries 
to persuade the pharaoh to let the Jews go. In a sequence of 
Hollywood special effects, not surprisingly filmed in countless film 
and television productions, Jahvé unleashes the first nine plagues of 
Egypt, turning the waters of the Nile into blood, infesting the country 
with frogs, mosquitoes and flies, causing a epidemic, contagion and 
hailstorm, and darkening the sky with grasshoppers and darkness. 
61 

The latest plague is instead a tragic ethnic cleansing, in which 
Yahweh exterminates all the firstborn of the Egyptians and, who 
knows why, even their animals.62 A company thatExodus he merely 
describes in a soberly satisfied manner: "a great cry broke out in 
Egypt, because there was no house where there was not a dead 
man!" 63 

It is this beautiful feat that the Jews will celebrate over the 
centuries as the Pesach, "Passage" or "Passover", because a sign 
of lamb's blood on the door had indicated the houses not to be 
struck: 

The blood on your houses will be the sign that you are inside: | 
will see the blood and pass on, there will be no scourge of 
extermination for you when | strike the land of Egypt. This day will be 


a memorial for you, you will celebrate it as the feast of Yahweh: from 
generation to generation, you will celebrate it as a perennial rite. 64 

Throughout the grievous affair, Jahvé personally ensures that the 
pharaoh's heart remains "hardened", so that he persists in not 
wanting to let the Jews go and he can continue to deploy his 
fireworks. Punctually, and despite the massacre, the pharaoh chases 
the fleeing Jews and Yahweh can perform his most spectacular 
prodigy: the opening of the waters of the Red Sea to let the Chosen 
People pass, and their closing on the Egyptian army to drown them. 
.65 In particular, "the waters submerged the chariots and riders",66 
although the fifth plague had "killed all the cattle of the Egyptians". 
67 

As for the historicity of events, some plagues simply seem 
fictionalized versions of real calamities that occurred at the time: 
even theExodus he implicitly admits that they were not particularly 
"divine", since the pharaoh's magicians are able to reproduce some 
of them.68 For the same reason, it was probably only a swamp that 
the Jews managed to cross on foot and in which the chariots of the 
Egyptians got bogged down, which later became the "Red Sea" in 
the exaggerations of memory. The size of the population that would 
have taken part in the exodus, which according to the census in the 
desert, would have consisted of 603,500 males and an unknown 
number of women is certainly an exaggeration.69 It is in fact an 
order of magnitude equal to that estimated for the entire Egypt of the 
time, which would therefore have remained practically halved by a 
catastrophic event, of which, however, its official history bears no 
trace. 


Few or many Jews in the desert, history 70 he goes on to say that 
they stayed there forty years, during which Elohim repeatedly 
intervened to provide them with material nourishment (i.e. food, 
drinking water, manna and quail) and spiritual nourishment (i.e. 
commandments and laws), as well as to pave the way for the 
conquest of the Promised Land: 71 

| will send the hornets before you and they will drive out the 
Eveo, the Canaanite and the Hittite from your presence. | will not 
drive them out of your presence in a single year, so that the land 
does not remain deserted and the wild beasts multiply against you. 
Gradually, | will drive them out of your presence, until you have so 
many children to occupy the country. 

In reality, in the divine plans the exodus should have ended much 
earlier. After having stayed "a year, a month and twenty days" in the 
Sinai desert, in fact, the cloud in which Yahweh had materialized 
moves and shows them the way to the longed-for goal.72 When the 
party arrives near the land of Canaan, twelve explorers are sent to 
search it and return after forty days, enthusiastic but worried, 
describing it as "a land flowing with milk and honey" but inhabited by 
armed and powerful populations. 73 

The Jews, who evidently had hoped for a painless entry into the 
Promised Land, rebel against the prospect of a war of conquest, and 
think that all in all it would be better to go back to Egypt. The warlike 
Yahweh takes it very badly, and decides to "strike with the plague 
and destroy" his own people. Moses points out that such a 
conclusion to the story would have appeared ridiculous in the eyes of 
the Egyptians. Yahweh agrees, and is then content to condemn the 
Jews to forty years of wandering in the desert, one for each day of 
patrolling the Promised Land, and to allow only their children to 
enter. 74 


In that period there were rebellions against the nascent priestly 
hierarchy, symbolized by the episode in which Korah, Dathan and 
Abiram incite the people against Moses and Aaron and reject their 
authority, with the argument that the Jews "are all saints and Yahweh 
is in the midst of all ». These rebellions, however, at least according 
to the priests who will write the Bible, are crushed from above: in the 
case in question, the earth opens up and swallows up the rebels and 
250 their supporters, making them "go down alive to hell".75 And 
when the people complain that that is not the way for Yahweh to 
treat the Jews, in response they receive a scourge that kills 14,700 
people. Another scourge 7/6 will kill 24,000 when the people "began 
to entice with the daughters of Moab", "bowed down before their 
gods and joined the worship of Baal",77 by committing two of the 
sins that most obsessed Yahweh: to yield to women and to the cults 
of foreigners. The scourge ends only when a grandson of Aaron 
impales a mixed couple, made up of an Israelite and a Midianite, by 
the lower abdomen, deserving divine gratitude for this beautiful 
gesture and "an everlasting priesthood" for his lineage. 78 


EL CONQUISTADOR 


After wandering for forty years in the desert, the fateful moment 
finally arrives for the Jews to enter the Promised Land, preceded by 
battles with neighboring peoples who oppose their approach to their 
goal. With the help of Yahweh, Israel defeats the kings of Arad, 
Sicon and Og, "voting to extermination" their peoples and "leaving no 
survivors." 79 

Then comes the carnage of the Medianites, according to precise 
divine orders: "Take the vengeance of the Israelites against them, 
then you will be reunited with your ancestors."80 All the males are 


killed and the cities burned, but Moses is angry at the failed murder 
of women and children and commands: "Kill every male among the 
children and kill every non-virgin woman, but instead keep all the 
virgins alive for you" .81 As for the booty, his macabre census is 
"675,000 head of small cattle, 72,000 head of large cattle, 61,000 
donkeys and 32,000 people, that is to say virgin women". 82 

Conquered Transjordan, Moses' task is finished: after three 
farewell speeches, delivered in the "fortieth year, eleventh month 
and first day" of the exodus and recorded by Deuteronomy, he 
ascended Mount Nebo to see the country from above in the which 
would not have entered. And so "Moses died in that place, in the 
land of Moab, according to the order of Yahweh" and was buried in 
the valley, in an unknown place. 83 

He was succeeded by Joshua, one of the twelve original 
explorers of the Promised Land, who had been chosen by Yahweh 
as Moses' successor so that the people were not "a flock without a 
shepherd."84 His original name was Hosea, but he had been 
renamed by Moses himself Yeoshua, "God saves",85 that is, Jesus, 
"Savior". 

With Joshua at the head, the Jews finally cross the Jordan, which 
Opens up like a new Red Sea: as soon as the priests carrying the 
Ark set foot in the river, in fact, the upstream waters stop as if in the 
presence of an invisible dam and those downstream drain, allowing 
Jews to cross the border. 86 

An army of 40,000 men advances in front of Jericho, 87 which is 
taken in a manner miraculous: after having made the Ark go around 
the city for six days, and seven times on the last day, at the sound of 
the trumpets of the priests its walls collapse. In the gospel Joshua fit 
the battle of Jericho ("Joshua fought the battle of Jericho") the story 
is reduced to a song, but in the biblical story the inhabitants of the 


city are literally exterminated, "passing to the sword every being who 
was in the city , from man to woman, from young to old, and even 
oxen, rams and donkeys ».88 According to the embarrassed 
comment of the official CEI edition "it is a custom in harmony with 
ancient times, inspired by an imperfect morality, which was waiting to 
progress". 89 

And it was customary, given that it is repeated as it is in the 
conquest of Ai, where "the fallen, men and women, were 12,000", 
and Joshua made the city "a ruin forever, a desolation to this day".90 
Then comes the turn of a coalition of five Amorite kings, who are hit 
by a shower of stones unleashed by Yahweh. In order to have more 
hours of light for the extermination of enemies, Joshua asks the Lord 
to stop the Sun, and "the Sun stopped and the Moon remained 
motionless." 91 

A verse, this, particularly fraught with consequences not only for 
the poor Amorites, but also for Europeans, since it is on it that the 
Church based its rejection of heliocentrism and in 1633 condemned 
Galileo. Even if today the usual CEI official edition allows itself to 
explain nonchalantly that, look a bit, "the immobility of the Sun in a 
poetic text [sic] can express a darkening of the atmosphere". 

Of course, the conquest of the Promised Land lasted a long time, 
but over time «Joshua beat the whole country: the mountains, the 
Negeb, the lowlands, the slopes and all their kings. He did not leave 
any survivors and he voted to extermination every being who 
breathes, as Jahve, Elohim of Israel had commanded ».ninety two 
And of course “he took possession of everyone with weapons, 
because it was Jahveé's design their hearts persisted in the war 
against Israel, to destroy them, without finding 

grace, and to annihilate them ». 93 


After the ferocious conquest of the Promised Land, the Chosen 
People thus see the promise of Yahweh kept, that they do not miss 
the opportunity to underline its singularity to the Jews: "I have given 
you a land that you have not worked, you live in cities that you have 
not built, and eat the fruits of the vineyards and olive groves that you 
have not planted ».94 With that the grandiose story that began with 
the creation of the world and continued with the pact, the exile and 
the exodus abandons the cosmic and theocratic inspiration to 
undertake the prosaic accounts of the construction and 
administration of an earthly state, which of course we will not follow. 

Just as we will not follow the bulletins of the civil and uncivil wars 
that the Jews continued to fight among themselves and with their 
neighbors, claiming countless victims: the biblical record-men are the 
kings Abia and Asa of the kingdom of Judah, father and son, who 
respectively exterminated. half a million Israelites and one million 
Ethiopians,95 naturally with the help of God. The embarrassed 
official CEI edition notes that "the chronicler emphasizes divine 
intervention by inflating the figures": forgetting not only to explain 
how it knows that the figures have been inflated, but also to say that 
the count of the previous victims attributable according to the Bible to 
the good Yahweh, by Lot's wife96 to Saul,97 passing through various 
massacres to which we have mentioned, it still amounts to 770,359 
people, except for errors and omissions. 


THE GOD OF HOSTS 


With the loss of their functions as Liberator and Conqueror, carried 
out in the time of Moses and Joshua, the divinities of the Old 
Testament take on various others. For example, that of the sadistic 
and unjust tormentor of poor Job, the protagonist of the book of the 


same name: an episode that generates such perplexity in those who 
read it, that in 1952 it inspired Carl Gustav Jung an interesting 
Answer to Job, in which he identifies the germ of the incarnation. 
According to Jung, in fact, on that occasion the Creator revealed 
himself to be inferior to his creature, and in possession of a still 
undifferentiated conscience. He therefore decides to become man to 
improve himself and acquire greater conscience, and to die in 
expiation for the sins he himself has committed towards humanity. 
The incarnation is therefore interpreted by Jung as a mythological 
image of the psychological awareness of the unconscious. But the 
worst cloths assumed by Elohim or Yahweh in the Old Testament are 
those of the Sabaoth, the "God or Lord of hosts" invoked for the first 
time by David in his duel against the giant Goliath.98 The authentic 
interpretation of this shameful oxymoron comes from David himself, 
to whom Psalm 23 is attributed: 


Lift up, doors, your fronts, rise up, ancient doors, and enter the king 
of glory. Who is this king of glory? The Lord strong and mighty, the 
mighty Lord in battle. [...] 

Who is this king of glory? The Lord of hosts. 

The oxymoron returns in Psalm 83, called "The pilgrim's song": 


How lovely are your abodes, Lord of hosts! [...] 
Lord, God of hosts, hear my prayer, 
give ear, God of Jacob. [...] Lord of hosts, 
blessed is the man who trusts in you. 


The ineffable John Paul Il said of this psalm, in the General 
Audience of 28 August 2002, that "it is a very sweet song, pervaded 
by a mystical longing for the God of life, celebrated repeatedly with 
the title of Lord of hosts. , that is, Lord of the stellar hosts, and 
therefore of the cosmos ». 

Apart from the non sequitur of that "that is," and the absurd 
equation of "armies" with "life", the papal comment is not surprising. 
The God of hosts has in fact always been at home in the Christian 
liturgy and invoked in saecula saeculorum, every holy day, at every 
holy mass, in every holy Sanctus: 


Sanctus, Sanctus, Sanctus Dominus Deus Sabaoth. Pleni sunt caeli 
et terra your glory. 


The origins of this mantra go back to a vision of the prophet Isaiah: 
99 


In the year that King Ozia died, | saw the Lord seated on a high and 
elevated throne; the edges of his mantle filled the temple. Around 
him stood seraphs, each had six wings: with two he covered his 
face, with two he covered his feet and with two he flew. They 
proclaimed one to the other: “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of hosts. 
The whole earth is full of his glory ». 


And it is precisely through the Sanctus that the shameful epithet has 
penetrated into the highest works of our culture, from Paradise 100 


Dante at the masses of Bach, Mozart and Beethoven. And the 
shame must have been perceived by the post-conciliar Church, if it 
modestly tried to hide the epithet behind the fig leaf of a phantom 
"God of the universe", in the Italian translation of its liturgy: 

Holy, holy, holy 

the Lord God of the universe. The heavens and the earth are full 
of your glory. 


This is not enough to hide the fact that the God of armies is actually 
the chief of staff of the monotheistic ranks that have always fought 
wars that their fanatical fighters describe as "just" and "holy": two 
other shameful oxymorons, for which George W. Bush and Osama 
Bin Laden, for now the last Christian and Muslim leaders to use 
them, can respectively thank the City of God101 of Augustine and 
the Koran from Mohammed. 102 


By the way, and speaking of monotheisms and violence, the whole 
world can instead thank the Jews and Muslims for the words 
"assassin" and "assassin". In fact, the first derives from sica, 
"dagger", and sicari, "stabnalatori", were for the Romans those 
whom the Jews called iscariotes by metathesis: the extremist zealots 
like Barabbas or Judas, that is, who carried out individual attacks on 
the white weapon, and who today would be called "terrorists". In fact, 
as Flavius Joseph recounts in the Jewish War: 103 


A new form of banditry was born in Jerusalem, that of the so-called 
assassins who committed assassinations in broad daylight and in the 


middle of the city. It was especially on the occasion of feasts that 
they mingled with the crowd, hiding small daggers under their robes 
(sicae), and with these they struck their adversaries; then, when 
these fell, the killers joined with those who expressed their horror 
and did it so well that they were believed and therefore it was not 
possible to discover them. 


Hashshashin, "hashish eaters", was instead the name of the 
members of a medieval Shiite sect, under the orders of a certain Old 
Man of the Mountain, who according to the chronicles of the 
Crusaders on the one hand, and of Marco Polo on the other, took 
drugs with hashish before committing assassinations or military 
actions: a technique later borrowed from various modern armies, 
such as the US in Vietnam and Iraq. According to other versions, 
hashish was instead consumed during the intervals between military 
actions, or administered to the victims, as well as according to other 
etymologies the name of the sect derives instead from that of its 
leader Hassan. 

Be that as it may, the union between monotheism and violence 
entered history precisely thanks to the books of the Old Testament: 
the same ones that, according to the Dogmatic Constitution Dei 
Verbum ("On the Word of God") of the Second Vatican Ecumenical 
Council, "manifest to all the way in which the just and merciful God 
behaves towards men ”.104 And the reading of which, on the other 
hand, has provided us with many of the many reasons why we 
cannot call ourselves Christians, given that according to the 
Constitution itself, those books are "fully incorporated into the 
evangelical preaching". 105 


[3 ] 
THE TEN COMMANDMENTS 


IN ADDITION to the more or less historical events of the Jewish 
people of the origins, the Pentateuch also contains the 
commandments and precepts of the Mosaic law: they are 
enumerated in the Exodus, in Leviticus and in Deuteronomy, which 
constitute the next stations of our via crucis. 


THE TABLES OF THE LAW 


Exactly three months after leaving Egypt, the Jews arrive at Mount 
Oreb and set up camp. Moses goes up to Elohim, who announces 
that he wants to manifest himself publicly: "| am about to come 
towards you in a thick cloud, so that the people hear when | will 
speak with you".1 Moses then "brings the people out of the camp to 
meet Elohim", to whom he speaks directly and from whom he 
receives answers "with the voice of thunder". 2 

The most important of Elohim's pronouncements, apparently 
heard by all the people, concerns the Ten Commandments, in the 
form that is more or less what is usually referred to: a version based 
on an elohist core, to which they were later made priestly additions. 
3 


Then, with one of the usual biblical non sequitur, the story begins 
again with the frightened people who ask Moses to listen to the 
divine voice not directly, but through him. Moses then "advances 
towards the dark cloud in which Elohim was",4 where he receives 
some ritual and social provisions and a renewal of the pact already 
stipulated with Abraham. 5 

Later Moses, Aaron and the seventy elders of Israel go up to 
Horeb, and all are allowed to see Elohim: for those interested, 
"under his feet there was like a floor of sapphire plates, similar in 
purity to heaven itself" .6 Then Moses remains alone on the 
mountain for forty days and forty nights, in private audience, to 
receive the tablets of the Law. 7 


At this point a long (and boring) priestly parenthesis is interpolated 
into the te8xitn, such as the lex talionis, "law of retaliation" or "of 
revitalization": "life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand by hand, 
foot by foot, burn by burn, wound by wound, bruise by bruise ». 9 

The law had already been introduced around 1800 peV by the 
Code of Hammurabi, and is an ancient version of the modern 
principle of the "punishment commensurate with the crime": for 
example, it prevents shooting a thief or launching a preventive war. 
On the other hand, as Mahatma Gandhi noted, "an eye for an eye, a 
tooth for a tooth" is also a good recipe for churning out a world of the 
blind and toothless. 

A good chunk of the provisions of the priestly parenthesis is 
relating to the construction of the Ark and the Tabernacle: 
respectively, a wooden chest that will accommodate the boards and 


a tent that will have the functions of a mobile temple, waiting for build 
a fixed one. Both the Ark and the Tabernacle are probably only 
symbolic fantasies: of the former, for example, traces are lost in the 
Hebrew Bible since it was arranged in the sancta sanctorum of the 
Temple of Solomon, on his day consecration. 10 It is not mentioned 
among the saved objects to the destruction of the Temple, 11 and 
when this is rebuilt on his sancta sanctorum remains empty. 


But we are impatient to return to Mount Oreb, where in the meantime 
the people have instead lost the patience to wait for Moses, and ask 
Aaron to find him a new god. A golden calf is thus built with the 
women's earrings, to which the Jews offer sacrifices by reciting: 
"Behold your Elohim, O Israel, he who brought you out of the land of 
Egypt".12 As we have already noted, the episode is a mythological 
version of the schism of the northern kingdom of Israel and its 
golden calves, which it is not by chance that Jeroboam will present 
to the people with exactly the same words. 13 

When Moses comes down from Horeb with the tablets, he breaks 
them in a fit of anger towards his faithless people. Then he destroys 
the idol, pulverizes it, mixes the powder with the water and makes 
the Jews swallow the concoction.14 After grooming Aaron, Moses 
gathers the Levites and orders a massacre: "go through the camp 
and pass from door to door, each one killing his own brother, each 
one his friend, each one his relative". They obey, and as a result 
"about 3000 men of the people perished." As a reward, the Levites 
receive the divine investiture: "each of you has been against his son 
and his brother, so that today he would grant you a blessing". 15 


At this point, it is clear that things have gotten out of hand with 
Elohim, and the ball passes to Jahve.16 However, since, as we 
know, the various sources have been interpolated, Yahweh had 
actually already appeared earlier in the story, manifesting himself at 
the beginning on the Sinai as a force of nature: in fact, "there were 
thunder and lightning, a dense cloud over the mountain and a very 
loud trumpet sound ", and" the mountain was all smoking "and" 
trembled very much ". 17 In other words, there was a storm and an 
earthquake, which the Jews interpreted as a divine manifestation. 
After leaving room for the previous story, all elohist and priestly, 
Jahve returns to the scene to entrust Moses with two new tablets of 
the Law. So Moses goes up the mountain, where he remains again 
forty days and forty nights: this time, in case we were curious, 
"without eating bread and without drinking water".18 Meanwhile, 
Jahvé renews his covenant for the umpteenth time and provides his 
version of the commandments: 19 it is not known who wrote them on 
the tablets, however, since first Yahweh announces that he will write 
them personally, and then instead orders Moses to do it himself. 20 


His commandments, however, are very different, in form and 
substance, from those of Elohim to which we are accustomed. They 
have no universal and ethical value, and only impose particular ritual 
or social obligations valid only for Jews: first, do not make an alliance 
with the inhabitants of the land of Canaan; second, don't marry their 
daughters; third, do not make yourself gods of molten metal; fourth, 
observe the feast of unleavened bread; fifth, sacrifice or redeem 
every firstborn; sixth, rest one day a week; seventh, celebrates 
agricultural festivals; eighth, go up three times a year in front of me; 


ninth, bring the first fruits to the temple; tenth, ... do not cook a kid in 
its mother's milk! 


To end the story of the tablets of the Law worthily, the priestly source 
adds that when Moses came down from Sinai he had a radiant face, 
because he had spoken directly with Yahweh. Since he had to 
frighten, Aaron and the Hebrews stayed away from him: from that 
moment Moses put a veil over his face, which he removed only when 
he went to speak to the boss. 21 

What had happened to her skin, we do not know: probably, she 
was burned. The expression karnu panav, "radiant face", was 
however translated by Jerome in 400 CE with cornuta facies, 
"horned face", apparently to avoid people thinking that Moses had a 
halo like the Christian saints. From this translation was born the 
legend that Moses had come down from Sinai with the horns: a 
legend taken up in 1515 by Michelangelo in his famous statue of 
Moses for the tomb of Julius II, today in San Pietro in Vincoli. 

After this episode, the priestly source switches to a litany of 
boring dispositions, covering the end of the Exodus22 and the whole 
of Leviticus. Often these are anachronistic things, which does not 
prevent some Jewish sects from following them even today: for 
example, "not cutting the hair round the sides of the head".23 Others 
are of interest only to priests, who do not have to be blind, lame, 
hunchbacked, dwarf or eunuch, but can marry: only with virgins, 
however, and keeping away from widows, divorced, dishonored and 
prostitutes. 24 

Sometimes it is a matter of real scientific nonsense, very 
excusable for an ancient people but unforgivable for a supposed 
Creator, such as not being able to eat "ruminants like the hare", 


which is not a ruminant. Or "birds like bats", which are mammals. Or 
"insects that walk on all fours", when instead insects are rightly 
called "hexapods", because they have six feet. 25 

More sensible, of course, is the commandment "You shall love 
your neighbor as yourself", o2f6ten attributed to Jesus,27 who 
instead limited himself to citing it as the second in order of 
importance,28 the first being "you will love the Lord your God with all 
your heart, with all your soul and with all your strength". 29 Although 
it is difficult to understand how "loving your neighbor as yourself" can 
get along not only with the law of retaliation, but also with the death 
penalty for a long list of crimes, which include blasphemy, adultery, 
incest, homosexuality and bestiality, specifying that in the latter case 
"you will also have to kill the beast". 30 


One thing is certain, however, and it is that the Jewish 
commandments are by no means just ten. How many they really are 
is another matter, given the innumerable repetitions and 
contradictions of the various sources: the traditional calculation is 
that made in the twelfth century by Maimonides, who in the Sefer 
Hamitzvot ("Book of Commandments") classified 613, of which 248 
positive and 365 negative. 


But already about eighteen hundred years earlier the priests of the 
temple in Jerusalem had felt the need to put some order in the mess 
of the various versions of the Mosaic story, and they found nothing 
better than to rewrite it from scratch in Deuteronomy, whose name 
means, not coincidentally, "second Law" (from deuteros, "second", 
and nomos, "law"). It repeats the whole 


story of the previous three books in a more historically coherent 
and literary more poetic way, using the fiction of the recapitulation 
discourses that Moses would have given to his people before he 
died, and concluding: "Never again has a prophet like Moses, with 
whom Yahweh spoke face to face ».31 From which it can be 
deduced, as Spinoza did,32 that subsequent prophets did not hear a 
real but imaginary voice: that is, they were schizophrenics. 


In any case, Deuteronomy constitutes the hinge between the more 
or less fantastic literature of the previous books (Genesis, Exodus, 
Leviticus and Numbers) and the more or less real one of the 
following ones (Joshua, Judges, Samuel and King), which narrate 
the events of Israel from the conquest to the monarchy and ferry the 
Old Testament from religious mythology to political history. 


THE LORD YOUR GOD 


Let us now analyze the Hebrew Decalogue, in the elohist version in 
which it appears in the Exodus and in the Deuteronomy: that is, for 
those who believe in it, in the version engraved on the tablets of the 
Law by the finger of God or by the hand of Moses. Forgetting, in 
other words, its undeniable similarities with the Code of Hammurabi 
on the one hand, and with the Egyptian Book of the Dead on the 
other. Although, as it may not be surprising in a story that openly 
declares its Egyptian origins, the Decalogue traces to the letter some 
of the 42 declarations of innocence that the soul of the deceased 
had to address to the 42 gods making up the court of Osiris, 
including they find the following invocations, which for good measure 
also prefigure the corporal works of mercy: 33 


O runner, who come from Heliopolis, | have committed no iniquity. 

O shining one, who come from the sources of the Nile, | have not 
stolen. 

Oh terrible face, you come from Rosetau, 

| did not kill. 

O bone breaker, who come from Heracleopolis, | did not give 
false testimony. 

O wicked one, who come from Busiri, | did not want the stuff of 
others. O seer, who come from the slaughterhouse, | have not 
fornicated with the woman of others. O commander, who come from 
Nu, | did not blaspheme. 

But | gave bread to the hungry, 

water to the thirsty, 

clothes to the naked. 


Be that as it may, regarding the Hebrew Decalogue Moses 
recommended, in his first two farewell speeches: "Add nothing to 
what | command you and take nothing away".34 As we shall see, 
Jesus will agree not to remove, although not not to add. For its part, 
the Catechism35 he also reiterates that "Christians are obliged to 
observe it" and that as a whole it constitutes "an organic and 
indissociable whole, because every Commandment refers to the 
others and to the whole", and therefore "to transgress a 
Commandment is to break the whole law": let us remember, for 
future reference. 

Let us therefore begin to tackle the Decalogue integrally and in 
order, dividing its ten commandments into two groups in the manner 


of the Catechism, according to whether they are relative to God or to 
man. 


FIRST YOU WILL HAVE NO OTHER GODS IN FRONT OF ME. 


36 

Today this commandment is usually considered as the profession 
of faith in monotheism, and the Catechism37 he declares that it 
forbids "polytheism, idolatry, superstition, irreligion, atheism and 
agnosticism". 

In reality, the ancient Bible incites more to monolatry than to 
monotheism, that is, more to the worship of a single god than to faith 
in his uniqueness: in fact, it does not deny the existence of other 
gods, and limits itself to affirming that Elohim or Jahve they are the 
best among them. For example, before the tenth plague Yahweh 
promises: "I will do justice to all the gods of Egypt".38 After the 
passage of the Red Sea the Jews sing: «Who is like you among the 
gods, O Yahweh? ".39 And among the lesser commandments one 
reads: "He who offers a sacrifice to the gods, as well as to Yahweh, 
will be doomed to extermination", and another: "Do not pronounce 
the name of other gods". 40 


In short, as he himself admits, "Yahweh is a jealous God", 

41 but (or, perhaps, precisely because) not unique. On the other 
hand, how could it be when it is identified with Elohim, and the latter 
is also a plural noun? Of course, the easiest way out is to say that, 
on the one hand, the other gods are false, and on the other hand, 
Elohim and Yahweh are different manifestations of the one true god. 


In reality, the identification of Elohim and Jahve seems to be late, 
and appears explicitly for the first time only in Deuteronomy,42 in the 
invocation that later became the profession of faith of Jewish 
monotheism, recited twice a day by all the faithful: Snema ‘Yisrael 
Adonai Eloheinu Adonai Echad ("Listen, Israel, Jahve is our Elohim, 
Jahve is only one") . 


But once the possibility of disguising polymorphism as monotheism 
is accepted, the supposed singularity of the god of Israel falls, 
because for example also Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva, respectively 
Creator, Preserver and Destroyer of the universe, are three forms of 
a only Brahman: therefore, Hinduism too would be a monotheism. As 
would the late Greek religion, which saw in Apollo a sort of super- 
god of Panhellenic ecumenism, with countless epithets: not by 
chance, according to Plutarch's Moralia, his very name literally 
means "not many", that is precisely " one". And of course they would 
be, as they claim to be, Catholicism and the other Christian sects 
that even profess a Trinitarian Creed. 


SECOND YOU SHALL NOT MAKE FOR YOURSELF AN IDOL 


or any image of what is in heaven above, or of what is on earth 
below, or of what is in the waters under the earth. 43 

Many Catholics will be surprised to see this as the second 
commandment, because despite the cited and beautiful affirmations 
on the unitary integrity of the Decalogue, it was simply removed from 
the Church, with the following candid explanation of the Catechism, 
borrowed from the 44 Second Council of Nicaea in 787: 


In the Old Testament with this command it was forbidden to 
represent the absolutely transcendent God. Starting from the 
Incarnation of the Son of God, the Christian cult of sacred images it 
is justified, since it is founded on the Mystery of the Son of God 
made man, in which the transcendent God makes himself visible. 

Of course, however, things are not that simple. First, the 
commandment is taken seriously by both Jews and Muslims, as the 
abstract sacred art of synagogues and mosques shows, while its 
removal by Christians has transformed their churches into museums 
at best, and into circuses. in the worst. The only exception to the 
second commandment that the Old Testament records is that of the 
golden cherubim of the Temple, two species of sphinxes whose 
wings protected the Ark containing the tablets of the Law.45 


The reason for the prohibition of naturalistic representations, 
especially for religious purposes, is quite evident: to use the well- 
known Buddhist metaphor, they risk concentrating attention on the 
pointing finger and distracting it from the Moon at which it points. 
Beyond metaphor, they risk leading to idolatry and superstition 
instead of God, as actually happens in religions in which these 
representations are allowed: Catholicism in the first place, as shown 
by dramas such as the processions of Holy Week in Seville or the 
dissolution of the blood of San Gennaro in Naples. Punctually, the 
first uses of Christian images are reported in pagan or Gnostic 
contexts, as in the case of the Carpocratians cited by Irenaeus: 46 


They have images, some painted and others of different materials, 
and they claim that an image of Christ was made by Pilate at the 


time Jesus lived among them. They crown these images, and exhibit 
them together with those of the philosophers of the world: that is, of 
Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle and others. And they honor them in 
various ways, like the pagans. 


With the legalization of Christianity in the 4th century, the use of 
images became increasingly widespread, also thanks to a gradual 
adaptation of pagan iconography for Christian purposes. For 
example, at the beginning Jesus was represented with short hair and 
beard, according to the Semitic custom, but later he became long- 
haired and bearded, in the manner of Zeus, and he has remained so 
to this day, without going to the barber. 

By the sixth century, images had become commonplace, but of 
course not all Christians agreed with the removal of the second 
commandment. Between 730 and /78/ there was thus _ in 
Constantinople a first period of iconoclasm, "destruction of images" 
(from eikon, "image", and klaein, "to break"), when the Byzantine 
emperors Leo Ill and Constantine V banned images sacred, 
accusing them of fomenting idolatry. The Council of leria of 754, 
obviously not recognized by the Catholic Church, confirmed the ban, 
but the Second Council of Nicaea of 787 removed it, with the 
following provision: 


As the Holy Cross is found everywhere as a symbol, so are the 
images of Jesus Christ, the Virgin Mary, holy angels, and also saints 
and other pious men, must47 be used in the manufacture of sacred 
furnishings, carpets, vestments, etc., and exhibited on the walls of 
churches, in homes, and in every conspicuous place, along the road 


and everywhere, to be revered by all who see them. Because the 
more they are contemplated, the more they move to the fervent 
memory of their prototypes. 

In the eighth century it could certainly be said correctly that the 
cross "is found everywhere as a symbol," but at the beginning of 
Christianity it was nowhere to be found. In its place was used the 
fish, which was originally a pagan symbol associated with Aphrodite 
(Venus) on one side, and with Apollo on the other: in the first case, 
because the goddess would have thrown herself into a river with her 
son Eros (Cupid ) and the two would have been supported by two 
fish, which later became the constellation of the same name as a 
prize; in the second case, because the god would have arrived in 
Delphi as a dolphin (delphos), carrying his priests on his back. 

Since the Pythagoreans the fish was represented with the symbol 
of the bladder piscis, the almond obtained by intersecting two circles 
having the same radius, and with the center of each on the 
circumference of the other. Since it contains exactly two equilateral 
triangles, the ratio of its length to its width is the root of 3, which 
approximates as 265/153: strangely, in the miraculous catch 
following the appearance of the risen Jesus on the lake of Tiberias, 
"Simon 

Peter got into the boat and hauled the net ashore full of 153 large 
fish", perhaps in veiled 48 allusion to some esoteric knowledge. 

The reason why the fish then went on to symbolize Christ is 
probably the fact that its birth coincided astrologically with the 
beginning of the Age of Pisces: that is, the period of about 2000 
years in which the Sun rises in the constellation of Pisces during the 
winter equinox (today that era is over, thanks to the precession of the 
equinoxes, and we have now passed into the Age of Aquarius). More 
evangelical reasons are probably, in addition to the aforementioned 


miraculous catch, the multiplication of the loaves and fishes and the 
original profession of the apostles. But also the fact that the Greek 
term ichtys, "fish", could be interpreted as an acronym for lesous 
Christos Theou Yios Soter, "Jesus Christ Son of God and Savior". 

Be that as it may, in the early centuries it was therefore the fish 
that symbolized Christ, and not the cross, which was only the 
macabre reminder of a hated torture: more or less like the guillotine 
or the gallows yesterday, and the electric chair today. The first 
references to the cross as a "symbol of the Lord" are from the third 
century, in the works of Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian. It 
became popular only after the abolition of the crucifixion by 
Constantine in 314, and the supposed finding of the Holy Cross by 
his mother in 326. And, confirming the idolatry that immediately 
accompanies the material signs of religion, the his relics soon 
became so numerous that Erasmus joked that by collecting them he 
could build an entire ship. 


Iconoclasm was therefore fully justified, from a religious point of 
view, and a second Byzantine period took place between 814 and 
842. The cult of icons, however, was restored in 843, and since then 
the first Sunday of Lent is celebrated in the Orthodox Church as the 
"Triumph of Orthodoxy". Later, with the birth of Protestantism, the 
problem moved to Europe: it was above all Calvinists and Anglicans 
who opposed sacred images, in particular in the Netherlands in 1566 
and in England in 1643, and still today they consider the Catholic 
and Orthodox Churches idolaters, and they abide by the original 
version of the commandments, and not the purged one adopted by 
Catholics (and, by the way, also by Lutherans). Of course, removing 
a commandment results in a shift in all of the following: 


THIRD YOU SHALL NOT TAKE THE NAME OF THE LORD YOUR GOD IN 
VAIN. 


49 

There is little to observe about this commandment, other than the 
fact that it is not seen how it can be reconciled, for example, with the 
use of the inscription In God we trust, "We trust in God", on all US 
dollars, in a combination of money and religion that is certainly more 
diabolical than divine. Especially when one thinks that, according to 
the US Treasury Department, this use was introduced in 1864 
because of "the heightened religious sentiment during the Civil War": 
first on coins, and from 1957 also on notes. 

Indeed, since 1956 this has also been the motto of the United 
States, replacing E pluribus, unum, "From many, one": as such it 
appears everywhere, not just on money. For example, it is sung in 
the national anthem Star-Spangled Banner, "Flag of the stars and 
stripes", on every occasion sacred and profane, if not simply worldly: 
a strange way of observing the third commandment, in fact. 

Although, of course, the US one is only an example of the abuse 
of God's name that has been, and continues to be, systematically 
done in self-styled Western civilization: from the tragedy of the 
blessings of the guns at the front, to the comedy of the signs of the 
cross. of footballers at the stadium. 


FOURTH REMEMBER THE SABBATH DAY TO KEEP IT HOLY. 


90 

There are two reasons to celebrate Saturday. According to the 
Exodus, 51 «Because on the seventh day Yahweh did he is rested », 
although in reality it was Elohim who rested: evidently, after a while 


even the Bible is no longer able to figure it out, in the mess that it 
has staged itself. And according to Deuteronomy,52 because 
Yahweh brought the Jews out of Egypt, where they were forced to 
work tirelessly, and now they can (indeed, must) rightly take a 
weekly rest. 

Among other things, just as rightly, not only the master must rest, 
but also "the son, the daughter, the slave, the slave, the ox, the 
donkey, the beasts and the stranger". Although, in terms of justice, 
the existence of slaves is a little more difficult to justify (but we'll 
come back to this). 

The two motivations naturally go back to the two Elohist and 
Yahwist traditions. But each has its own tradition, and in particular 
the Church has decided to replace Saturday with Sunday to 
celebrate the resurrection. And, as usual, the Catechism53 he tries 
to square the circle by explaining, on the one hand, that Jesus 
"recognizes the sanctity of the Sabbath", and on the other that it 
recognizes that of Sunday precisely in his honor. 

Not to be outdone, Jewish Saturday and Christian Sunday later 
became Muslim Friday: an excellent tradition, which in a multi- 
religious world could happily lead to a long weekend of monotheism. 


YOUR NEIGHBOR 


After the commandments relating to the relationship of man with the 
divinity, the Decalogue passes to those relating to the relationship 
with his neighbor. Which, whatever the reason, are the only ones 
that Jesus mentions when asked which commandments to observe: 
94 

A man approached him and said to him: "Master, what good must 
| do to obtain eternal life?" 


He replied, 'Why do you ask me about what is good? Only one is 
good. If you want to enter life, keep the commandments ». 

And he asked: "Which ones?" 

Jesus replied: "Do not kill, do not commit adultery, do not steal, 
do not bear false witness, honor your father and mother, love your 
neighbor as yourself." 


FIFTH HONOR YOUR FATHER AND YOUR MOTHER. 


95 

There is also little to object to this commandment, unless it is 
interpreted in an excessively broad manner: for example, reaching 
the point of establishing that "he who strikes his father or mother, or 
curses them, will be put to death". 56 

If desired, as the Catechism wants, one can then interpret the 
expression "father and mother" as a metaphor for the "family", and 
read the commandment as "honor the family", with all that follows: 
for example, that " the family is the original cell of human society ”.57 
And even with everything that does not follow, for example that 
"society has the duty to support and consolidate marriage", or even 
that "parents have the mission of educating their children in the 
Christian faith": 58 a corollary which is singular to derive from a 
Hebrew commandment dating back a thousand years before Christ! 

But, of course, when two of the people of the trinity associated 
with the fascist motto "God, Country and Family" begin to combine, 
the thought of the Italians immediately passes by free association to 
the third excluded. Although, ironically, the motto was originally that 
of the house of Mirafiori and Fontanafredda, granted in 1859 by 
Royal Decree by Vittorio Emanuele II to his mistress, Bela Rosin: in 
the face of his wife and, of course, of the "family ". 


Punctually, however, the Catechism also makes the association 
between family and country and continues its commentary on the 
fifth (or, for it, the fourth) commandment by declaring that "citizens 
must consider their superiors as representatives of God, offering 
them loyal cooperation". Which, if it were not clear, "involves love 
and service of the fatherland", even if "the citizen must not in 
conscience obey when the laws of the civil authorities are opposed 
to the demands of the moral order".59 Which, of course, means 
different things for different "moral orders". In particular, the 
conscientious objection that the Catechism has in mind is certainly 
not to military service, but to its fixations such as abortion and 
euthanasia, as we will immediately see. 


SIXTH THOU SHALT NOT KILL. 


60 

Taken literally, the sixth commandment prohibits not only murder 
but also the death penalty and war. However, Yahweh and the Jews 
did not understand it this way, as we have already had several 
occasions to show: in fact, in summary, their laws provided for the 
death penalty for kidnapping, murder, abuse of parents, adultery, 
incest, homosexuality, bestiality, magic, idolatry, blasphemy and 
violation of the Sabbath. 61 

Later Christians did the same: not only individually, but also 
institutionally. Without having to go back to the Crusades and the 
wars of religion, it is enough to remember that the Vatican applied 
the death penalty until the pontificate of Pius IX, in the nineteenth 
century, and that its Fundamental Law of 1929 continued to provide 


for it, by hanging: application of the penalty was abolished by Paul VI 
only in 1969, and the relative norm was finally canceled from the 
Fundamental Law in 2001. 

And it is only since 1995, with John Paul II's encyclical 
Evangelium Vitae ("The Gospel of life"),62 that the Vatican officially 
became abolitionist, declaring: 


There is a growing trend on the death penalty in the Church as well 
as in civil society, which calls for a very limited application and 
indeed a total abolition. 

But continuing: 


It is clear that the extent and quality of the punishment must be 
carefully evaluated and decided, and must not reach the extreme 
extent of the suppression of the offender except in cases of absolute 
necessity, that is, when the defense of society was not possible 
otherwise. Today, however, following the increasingly adequate 
organization of the penal institution, these cases are now very rare, if 
not practically non-existent. 63 


The Catechism takes up this hesitant declaration, specifying in turn 
that "human life must be respected because it is sacred",64 but with 
exceptions and | distinguish: in fact, the "legitimate defense of 
persons and societies does not go against the commandment". 65 In 
particular, in various cases "the use of military force is morally 
permitted" and "the rulers have the right to impose on citizens the 
obligation of national defense”. 66 


Of course, this is a more than reasonable position, and only total 
non-violent ones like Mahatma Gandhi or the Dalai Lama might not 
agree with it. But it is also a position that goes against the sixth 
commandment, distorting its general nature and making it an elastic 
tights, which everyone can wear to cover their shame at will: not 
surprisingly, "do not kill" is never it was a brake on the wars of 
conquest of the Christians, from the Holy Sepulcher to the ancient 
and modern colonies. 

It is surprising, therefore, that the Catechism combines such an 
openly liberal reading of the commandment with regard to the death 
penalty and war with one that is so strictly conservative with regard 
to abortion and euthanasia, both considered acts "gravely contrary to 
the moral law": the first , in particular, because "the human being, 
from his conception, must be respected and protected in an absolute 
way in his integrity". 67 

And it is a singular characteristic of the Spiritual Communion of 
Conservatives to declare, on the one hand, that "the inalienable right 
to life of every human individual, from his conception, is a 
constitutive element of civil society and its legislation". 68 And, on 
the other hand, unreservedly assign that right to fetuses that do not 
yet have life autonomously, or to vegetative bodies that no longer 
know they have it or no longer want it, but to alienate it with 
reservations to beings who, on the other hand, not only have it and 
know they have it, but they would also like to keep it. 


Above all, when "human life from conception" is a novelty caught no 
one knows where, contrary not only to scientific evidence, but also to 
the theological tradition. As regards the first, in fact, it is Known that 
at least until the fourteenth day of conception the pre-embryo (which 


is not by chance called "pre-") cannot be considered a current 
individual: before the sixth day, because its cells are still totipotent, 
and therefore each of them is a potential individual; and between the 
sixth and fourteenth day because the pre-embryo can still divide into 
monozygotic twins, and therefore not even it has a current 
individuality yet. 


As for humanity, then, it all depends on what the term means. If it 
indicates the presence of a nervous system, it begins to develop 
after the fourteenth day. If the sensory perception, then the touch 
arrives at the second or third month, the taste at the sixth and the 
smell at the eighth. If self- awareness, one must of course wait 
months after birth. If the word, a couple of years. If the reason, that 
unfortunately for someone never comes ... 

Although in open contrast with the contemporary magisterium of 
the Church, all this instead partially agrees with the Thomistic 
tradition of Thomas Aquinas which, in addition to identifying the 
moment of the infusion of the rational soul into the embryo towards 
the fortieth day from conception,69 believed that before then this 
was a vegetable or an animal, but not yet a person: 70 


The vegetative soul, which comes first, while the embryo lives the life 
of the plant, is corrupted and a more perfect soul succeeds it, which 
is both nourishing and sensitive, and then the embryo lives the life of 
the animal. Destroyed this, the rational soul succeeds it and is 
infused from the outside. 


This shows that, whatever the reasons that led him to change his 
position, it is not at all true that "the Magisterium of the Church has 
constantly proclaimed the sacred and inviolable character of every 
human life, from its conception to its natural end", as instead the 
"pope theologian" Benedict XVI claimed on February 22, 2006 in his 
address to the participants in the congress The human embryo in the 
preimplantation phase. 

Just as it is not at all true that verse 16 of Psalm 138 refers to the 
embryo as "a small oval reality, rolled up [sic], on which the 
benevolent and loving gaze of the eyes of God is already placed", 
and that it constitutes " a biblical praise of the human being from the 
very first moment of his existence ", as Benedict XVI himself argued 
in the General Audience of December 28, 2005. The verse in 
question, in fact, simply says, verbatim: your eyes saw my golem 
and everything was written in your book; my days were fixed, when 
one did not yet exist. 

Now, golem is a word that appears only once in the Bible: 
precisely, in this verse. And it is singular that the pope pretends to 
ignore all the esoteric and magical tradition associated with it: from 
the legends of the Talmud and the Kabbalah to the 1797 ballad by 
Wolfgang Goethe The Sorcerer's Apprentice, then set to music in 
1897 by Paul Dukas and animated in 1940 by Walt Disney in 
Fantasia, to the 1915 novel by Gustav Meyrink The Golem, to the 
1964 essay by Norbert Wiener Dio & Golem s.p.a. 

Climbing on such glass to defend the embryo really means not 
knowing which saint to turn at. Also because it is obvious that, in the 
original text, golem simply means, in philosophical terms, the 
essence of an entity that precedes its existence. Or, in Computer 
Science terms, the specifications of a program that precede its 
implementation. Or, in biological terms, the genetic information of an 


organism that precedes its expression. Everything, therefore, except 
an embryo that does not precede anything, being already a stage of 
development: even if, of course, these things are of interest only to 
those who are looking for prophetic mythological supports for their 
pathetic theological anachronisms. 


SEVENTH DO NOT COMMIT ADULTERY. 


1 


By definition, adultery (from (to) alter, "falsify") is a relationship in 
which at least one of the two partners is married to someone else: 
the commandment therefore has a social rather than a sexual value. 
And without saying anything about what marriage should be like, it 
merely imposes not to betray its terms, whatever they may be. 

It is therefore not seen as the Catechism 72 can affirm, in this 
regard, that polygamy, divorce, cohabitation, concubinage and 
extramarital relations are "offenses against the dignity of marriage”: 
also because it is clear, as we have already noted on several 
occasions, that the Jews may have been monotheists, but certainly 
they were neither monogamous nor anti-divorce. It cannot be denied, 
however, that they had bizarre ideas about certain matters. Eg,73 if a 
virgin but betrothed girl was raped in the city, both the rapist and the 
victim had to be stoned to death: the presumption was, in fact, that 
she was consenting, because otherwise "she could scream". If, on 
the other hand, the violence took place in the countryside, only the 
rapist was to be stoned. However, if the young lady was not engaged 
and the rapist was caught red-handed, then he had to make amends 
by marrying her without the possibility of repudiation. In other words, 


the crime was not sexual violence, unchanged in all three cases, but 
the offense to honor and morality: and so it was also in our Penal 
Code, until the 1996 reform. 


Speaking of virginity, of course the Jews demanded it from their 
wives: her absence at the time of marriage could later be alleged as 
grounds for divorce, and if the accusation was proven the wife was 
sentenced to death by stoning. If, however, the accusation was 
refuted, the accusing husband had to pay compensation to her 
family for defamation. 74 


The crucial proof that the in-laws could literally ‘exhibit in front of the 
elders of the city "was constituted by the stained clothes of blood on 
the wedding night.75 Evidently they were coming kept for future 
reference, a la Lewinsky, even if it is difficult understand how they 
could be conclusive without a DNA test that first confirmed that the 
blood was human, and not a tincture of iodine like that of the 
stigmata of Padre Pio, 76 and then that was feminine, and not 
masculine like that of the weeping Madonna of Civitavecchia. 77 


Returning to the Catechism, his reformulation of the seventh 
commandment in the canonical version is surprising: "Do not commit 
impure acts". And in fact, in the pathetic attempt to explain why it 
should be understood as a prohibition of "all sins against chastity", it 
does not find it better to say that, "although it is read otherwise in the 
biblical text, the tradition of the Church is thus consider ". 78 


Once introduced, chastity paradoxically becomes "the positive 
integration of sexuality into the person":79 a real pearl, this, more or 
less like saying that fasting is the positive integration of food in the 
stomach. As for the way in which "all are called to live chastity",80 
can only be the one proposed by Jesus himself in the Sermon on the 
Mount: 81 


You have heard that it was said: "Do not commit adultery." But | tell 
you: whoever looks at a woman to desire her has already committed 
adultery with her in his heart. [...] 


It was also said: "Whoever divorces his wife, give her a certificate of 
divorce." But | tell you: whoever divorces his wife, except in the case 
of concubinage, 82 he exposes her to adultery and whoever marries 
a divorced woman commits adultery. 


The official CEI edition hastens to clarify embarrassed, with regard to 
the italicized inscription: "no real exception to the indissolubility of 
marriage". And instead the exception is not only obvious, but also 
literally repeated in a subsequent step,83 although it is not clear 
what it means: that it is not adultery to take a concubine over his 
wife, or that it is not adultery to divorce a concubine? Provided that 
the translation is correct, since the original Greek word is porneias, 
which can mean "infidelity", "fornication", "prostitution" and many 
other beautiful things of the kind. 

In addition to the explicit exception of Jesus, Paul allowed 
unbelievers to divorce, even if married to believers,84 and Augustine 


considered adultery a sufficient and valid reason for divorce:85 it 
was only in 1563, with the Council of Trent, that the absolute 
indissolubility of marriage officially became canonical law for 
Catholics, and forced them to jump through hoops in removing the 
previous step. Protestants and Orthodox, on the other hand, read the 
Gospel as it is written and accept divorce more or less extensively, 
according to their more or less literal interpretations of the passage: 
in particular, it is precisely on the question of divorce (of Henry VIII) 
that in the 1533 the schism between Anglicans and Catholics took 
place. 

Regarding Paul, however, it is not that he was less sexophobic 
than Jesus. On the contrary, if possible he was even more so, as a 
justly famous passage from the First Letter to the Corinthians 
demonstrates: 86 


It is good for a man not to touch a woman. However, because of the 
danger of incontinence, everyone should have their own wife and 
each woman her own husband. [...] 


| wish everyone were like me; but each has his own gift from God, 
some in one way, some in another. To the unmarried and widows | 
say: it is good for them to remain as | am. But if they do not know 
how to live in continence, let them marry: it is better to marry than to 
burn. 

And speaking of Augustine, it is not that at least he was less 
sexophobic than Jesus and Paul. Indeed, 

it was even worse than them, considering and considering that in 
the text The marriage and 87 concupiscence he came to argue that 


sexuality "is not a good arising from the essence of marriage, but an 
evil deriving from original sin". And that a conjugal sexual 
relationship is justified only if undertaken for procreative purposes, 
while doing it exclusively for pleasure is a sin, although (his 
goodness) only venial. 

It is clear that on this basis Christianity could not go far, in certain 
things. And in fact the Catechism reiterates that "masturbation, 
fornication, pornography, prostitution, rape, homosexual acts are 
sins gravely contrary to chastity",88 just to make a bundle of every 
grass. As for the double function of procreation and pleasure of sex, 
then, "no one must break the inseparable connection that God willed 
between the two meanings of the conjugal act, excluding one or the 
other of them". 89 

It obviously follows that "any action which, either in anticipation of 
the conjugal act or in its fulfillment or in the development of its 
natural consequences, proposes, aS an aim or as a means, to 
prevent procreation is intrinsically immoral", 90 as indeed two 
encyclicals had already officially established previously: in 1930 the 
Casti Connubii (“Of Chaste Wedlock”) by Pius XI, and in 1968 the 
controversial Humanae Vitae (“On Human Life”) by Paul VI. 


The latter was debated not only for its anachronistic positions, but 
also for the unworthy way in which the pope had reiterated them. 
Indeed, as the preamble of the same encyclical recalls,91 in March 
1963 John XXIII had instituted a small study commission comprising 
scholars from various disciplines, to examine the problem of 
marriage and the regulation of births. Following various reshuffles by 
Paul VI, the commission eventually came to have about seventy 


members including cardinals, bishops, priests, religious, theologians, 
doctors, sociologists, demographers and Catholic married couples. 

It concluded its work in June 1966, with two reports. The first, 
almost unanimously, admitted as lawful "the regulation of births 
through the use of means, human and honest, ordered to promote 
fertility in all married life as a whole". The second, from a minority 
made up of only four members, all theologians, asked the pope to 
confirm the traditional doctrine and firmly condemn all forms of 
contraception. A situation thus described in the encyclical: 92 


The full agreement [sic] of judgments about the moral norms to be 
proposed had not been reached within the commission, and above 
all some criteria for solutions emerged, which were detached from 
the moral doctrine on marriage proposed with constant firmness by 
the Magisterium of the Church . 


Paul VI therefore decided to disregard the appeal to modernity of 
almost all of the papal commission, just as the Second Vatican 
Council had already disregarded, in the Dogmatic Constitution 
Gaudium et Spes ("Joy and Hope"), the appeal launched on 29 
October 1964 by Cardinal Leo Suenens: «We follow the progress of 
science. | beg you, Fathers, let us avoid a new trial of Galileo. One is 
enough for history ». 

Incidentally, the extended commission of Paul VI also included 
Karol Wojtyla, then archbishop of Krakow, who never attended the 
sessions. What did he think on the subject it can however easily be 
deduced, as well as from the 1981 encyclical Familiaris Consortio 
("The Family"), which reaffirms the doctrine of his predecessor, also 


from the speech of 17 September 1983 to the participants in the 
study seminar on Responsible procreation : 93 

Contraception is to be judged, objectively, so profoundly illicit that 
it can never, for any reason,94 be justified. Thinking or saying the 
opposite is equivalent to believing that in human life there can be 
situations in which it is permissible not to recognize God as God. 


EIGHTH DO NOT STEAL. 


95 

Again, just as the sixth commandment condemns the death 
penalty and wars, the eighth should condemn looting and pillaging. 
But we have already seen that, in reality, these activities were 
perfectly admitted when it came to stealing from enemies: it was to 
the Jews that this was not to be done, of course, and to them the 
commandment in intent refers. 


Although today we correctly interpret the commandment in a 
universal sense, we certainly cannot deduce from it "the private 
ownership of goods", as the Catechism does. 96 And not only 
because, of course, you can very well steal even where only public 
property exists. But also because, literally, private property is already 
itself a theft: "deprive" and "deprive" in fact mean "isolate" and "take 
away", and private property is what has been stolen, in defiance of 
the eighth commandment , to public property, that is, of the people 
(the Latin publicus is in fact a contraction of populicus, "of the 
people"). 

Less than ever it seems possible to deduce from "not stealing" 
the fact that "man must treat animals with kindness":97 especially 


when it is not stigmatized, at the same time, their forced breeding 
and their slaughter for food consumption. This does not mean that 
those who follow the eighth commandment must be vegetarians: 
rather, that those who proclaim that animals are to be treated with 
kindness should not eat meat for lunch and dinner except on 
Fridays, when they still eat fish. 


NINTH DO NOT GIVE FALSE TESTIMONY. 


98 

For once we can also agree with the Catechism, when it says 
that the ninth (or, for it, the eighth) commandment "forbids perjury, 
lying, slander, defamation, slander, flattery, flattery and complacency 

We are no longer so, of course, when it confuses "don't tell the 
false" with "tell the truth", and therefore goes on to speak the truth. 
Using, in particular, the word with a capital letter and declaring that 
"in Jesus Christ the truth of God is fully manifested: he is the Truth". 
Apart from the 100 logical nonsense of the identification between a 
biological person on the one hand and a hypostatized semantic 
concept on the other, it is certainly not the God of the Bible that we 
can associate the truth, with or without a capital letter. First of all, 
because we have already seen how many times he has erred, 
morally and scientifically, and we will continue to see him. 

And then, because he prescribes eight of his ten commandments 
in negative form: far from being able to say how to "do the well », 
God therefore seems to be forced to limit himself to saying like "do 
no evil". To use the metaphorical style of Catechism, that is, he 
reveals himself not positively, as a Truth or an asset in possession of 


a propositive ethics or morality, but negatively, as an opposition to 
Falsehood or Evil, limited to a prohibitive ethics or morality. 

In an even more metaphorical way, it is therefore not the Devil 
who opposes God, but God who opposes the Devil: with all due 
respect to Augustine, who had tried to remove _ his _ initial 
Manichaeism by deconstructing Evil as a lack of Good, when instead 
he he should more sensibly assert the exact opposite, if these 
discourses made sense, and reduce the Good to the lack of Evil. 

And certainly so it is in the field of Order and Disorder, where one 
can actually speak in a meaningful way: because it is precisely Order 
that is a momentary lack of Disorder, in a world in which the latter 
grows in a measurable and inexorable through entropy. And the 
Second Law of Thermodynamics establishes precisely that, at the 
end of time, his kingdom will come and his will will be done, both in 
heaven and on Earth: literally, as it is spoken in science, and not 
metaphorically, as it is babbled in religion. ! 


TENTH DO NOT DESIRE YOUR NEIGHBOR'S HOUSE. 


Do not desire your neighbor's wife, or his male slave, or his female 
slave, or his ox, or his donkey, or anything that belongs to your 
neighbor. 101 

While the previous commandments, more or less questionable as 
they are, concern actions that at least in theory fall under the 
dominion of the will, the last one unrealistically claims to prevent 
desires, over which man naturally has little or no control. Unless that 
was just a way of saying, like, "It doesn't even occur to you to 
deprive your neighbor of his property." 

The specific list of these properties, however, is simply chilling: it 
does not include, in fact, only material goods such as houses or 


things, or animals such as ox and donkey, but also people such as 
slaves (of both sexes) and his wife. The latter, in particular, is only 
second in order of importance, after the house. 

No mention of husbands, of course, since for the Jews women 
did not have, but were, property. For example, they could be 
repudiated at will: 102 


When a man has taken a woman and lived with her as a husband, if 
it happens that she does not find grace in his eyes, because he has 
found something shameful in her, write a pamphlet of divorce for her 
and hand it over to her. and send her away from the house. 

As for slavery, on the other hand, there is little to be scandalized 
by the Jewish attitude towards it, given that the Christian attitude 
was not outdone until not too long ago. 

Indeed, to this day, because not only the Ku Klux Klan, but also 
contemporary sects such as Rousas Rushdoony's Christian 
Reconstructionism and Wesley Swift's Christian Identity continue to 
think that slavery is not only justified, but goes along perfectly with 
Christianity. 

And it was not always and only the fundamentalist minorities that 
were slavers. Since Columbus set foot on Hispaniola in 1492, the 
policy of the Catholic conquistadors was in fact a two-sided medal: 
Christianization and enslavement. The "regulation" of this policy was 
established in 1514 by the so-called Requerimiento ("Request") 
drawn up by Juan Lopez de Palacio Rubios, which was to be read 
(in Spanish!) in the villages of the New World, and began with the 
first side of the coin: 

We notify you and let you know, as best we can, that the Lord 
God, living and eternal, created heaven and earth, and a man and a 


woman from whom we and you and all the men of the world were 
and are descendants [. ..] Among all people, Our Lord commissioned 
one, called St. Peter [sic], so that of all the men of the world he might 
be lord and superior, to whom all should obey, and that he was at the 
head of the entire human race [ ...] And those who were elected after 
him to the papal throne were considered in the same way, and so it 
has been until today, and so it will be until the end of the world. 
But it naturally continued with the second face: 


If, on the other hand, you do not do this, or maliciously take your 
time, | assure you that with the help of God we will hurl ourselves 
against you, we will make war on you in all the ways and with all the 
means that we can, and we will subject you to the yoke and to the 
obedience of the Church and Their Majesties, and we will capture 
you and your women and your children, and we will make them 
slaves and as such we will sell them and dispose of them, and we 
will take your possessions and do you all the harm we can. 


These beautiful theories were put into practice by the Spanish and 
Portuguese conquistadors, causing carnage: it is estimated that in 
the conquest of America between seventy-five and one hundred 
million Indians were killed, equal to a quarter of the world population 
of the time,103 with a genocide worse than all those of the twentieth 
century put together. Only the Jesuits of Paraguay behaved a little 
more humane with the Guarani in their reducciones, and as a reward 
they were officially expelled in 1767 from South America, in an 
episode popularized in 1986 by the film Mission. 


The British colonizers at first, and then the Americans, did not 
enslave the Indians of North America, preferring to solve the problem 
with the final solution of their systematic elimination. The slaves 
imported them rather from Africa, in a trade that involved tens of 
millions of blacks and was justified, as usual, on biblical grounds. 
This time, even with a reference to the so- called Canaan Curse of 
Genesis: 104 


Now Noah, a cultivator of the earth, began to plant a vineyard. 
Having drunk the wine, he got drunk and lay uncovered inside his 
tent. Ham, the father of Canaan, saw his father uncovered and told 
the matter to the two brothers standing outside. Then Shem and 
Japheth took the cloak, put it both on their shoulders and, walking 
backwards, covered their father uncovered; having turned their faces 
back, they did not see the father uncovered. 

When Noah awoke from his intoxication, he knew what his 
younger son had done to him; then he said, 'Cursed be Canaan! 
Slave of slaves he will be for his brothers! " 


Perhaps the episode has a hidden metaphorical value, but from the 
literal point of view it is clearly meaningless, because the son 
(Canaan) of an innocent (Ham) pays for the misdeeds of a guilty 
person (Noah). Nonetheless, or perhaps for this very reason, the 
Jewish fundamentalists and Christians have taken it as a biblical 
justification for the slavery of African blacks, who according to them 
derive precisely from Ham and Canaan. 

In particular, during the civil war the American Protestant 
churches all split internally, for or against slavery. For example, it 


was the decision of the Northern Baptist Churches to prevent the 
possession of slaves by missionaries that caused a schism and in 
1845 the birth of the Southern Baptist Convention, which today is the 
largest Protestant church in the United States and has about sixteen 
millions of affiliates. 

In the same period, and without war stimuli, the Holy Office of 
Pius IX issued an Instruction on June 20, 1866 which said: 

Slavery as such, considered in its fundamental nature, is not 
entirely contrary to the natural and divine law. There can be many 
just titles to slavery, and both theologians and commentators on 
sacred canons have referred to them. It is not contrary to divine law 
that a slave can be sold, bought, exchanged or given as a gift. 

On the other hand, the slave tradition of the Church was long- 
standing: in 1179 the Third Lateran Council had condemned the 
collaborators of the Saracens to slavery, in 1226 its legitimacy was 
officially declared by Gregory IX, and in 1454 Nicholas V had it 
authorized by the Bull Romanus Pontifex ("The Roman Pontiff") 
against the Saracens and prisoners made by the Portuguese army. 

Of course, the fundamentalists had and have an easy game in 
considering slavery divinely permitted and in finding biblical 
references in its favor. For example, in Leviticus: 105 


My servants, whom | have brought out of the land of Egypt, are not 
to be sold as slaves are sold. [...] As for the male and female slave, 
which you will have as your property, you will be able to take them 
from the nations around you; from these you can buy the slave and 
the slave. You will also be able to buy some among the children of 
foreigners who are established with you and among their families 


who are with you, among their children born in your country; they will 
be your property. 
Or in the First Letter to Timothy 106 by Paolo: 


Those who are under the yoke of slavery should treat their masters 
with all respect, lest God's name and doctrine be blasphemed. Then, 
those who have believing masters, should not lack respect for them 
because they are brothers, but serve them even better, precisely 
because those who receive their services are believers and loved. 


Fortunately, however, today the reference to slavery has 
disappeared in the Church's version of the last commandment, 
which simply reads: "Do not desire the stuff of others." However, 
having lost the second one along the way, and to avoid the 
embarrassment of having an Ennalogue instead of a Decalogue, the 
Church has decided to break the tenth commandment in two, adding 
as its ninth: "Do not desire the woman of others". For women, among 
other things, even if it would have been easy to avoid this 
unbalanced machismo by simply asking "not to desire the spouse of 
others". 

In any case, even in its limited masculine formulation, the ninth 
commandment has the advantage of allowing the Catechism to go 
back to striking one of its fixed nails, explaining that it "requires to 
overcome carnal lust" and "to cultivate thoughts and desires relating 
to the actions prohibited by the sixth commandment":107 that of the 
Church, of course, that is "not to commit impure acts". 

As for the tenth commandment, which according to the 
Catechism "completes the previous one", it "forbids sadness felt in 


front of the goods of others".108 That is, whoever is poor should be 
happy to be so and not envy the rich, according to the first beatitude 
of the Sermon on the Mount, which in the canonical version of 
Luke,109 as well as in the apocryphal one of Thomas,110 he simply 
says: "Blessed are you who are poor, for yours is the kingdom of 
God". And in the secular version of | saw a king by Enzo Jannacci 
and Dario Fo: 


We must always be happy because our crying hurts the king, hurts 
the wealthy man and the cardinal, they become sad if we cry. 


[ 4 ] 
THE SON 


Our VIA CRuUCIS has now rounded the Cape of Good Hope which 
separates the Old from the New Testament and is about to stop at 
the four stations that narrate the events, true or presumed, of Jesus 
called the Christ: the four Gospels, that is, of Matteo, Marco, Luca 
and Giovanni. 


JESUS OF NAZARETH 


The Old Testament tells of a series of characters and events that 
start from mythology and gradually approach history. Only the 
fundamentalists today would not accept to variously question, if not 
simply to deny, the existence of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, 
Joshua, David and Solomon, as well as the historicity of the exodus, 
of the conquest of the Promised Land and of the first kingdom of 
Israel: if not completely, at least in the detail with which the Bible 
presents those people and those facts. These doubts were even 
acknowledged in 2002 by the _ traditionalists of the United 
Synagogues of Conservative Judaism, representing 1.5 million Jews 
in the United States, in their skeptical official commentary on the 
torah entitled Etz Hayim ("The Tree of Life"). 


But when it comes to the New Testament, even just raising the 
problem of the existence of Jesus and the complete truthfulness of 
the Gospels becomes an affront to believers and a contempt of 
religion. Yet, at least some vague references from the Old Testament 
are confirmed by archeology or history: for example, the discovery of 
destroyed remains of the walls of Jericho or a mention of Israel in a 
stele of Pharaoh Merneptah, dating back to around 1500 and 
respectively. 1200 peV Instead, practically no historical testimony 
exists on the person and life of Jesus, outside the New Testament. 

The earliest records of him date back to the mid-first century CE 
and are found in Paul's letters, which predate the Gospels. These 
are therefore testimonies from a person who, admittedly, has never 
met the one he preaches about, even if the Acts of the Apostles tell 
that he heard his voice during a fall from a horse on the road to 
Damascus, and his First letter to the Corinthians2 he says that «last 
of all it appeared to me also as an abortion». However, Paul's letters 
do not give any significant biographical details on the figure of Jesus, 
and instead contain some of the beliefs about him which later 
became an integral part of Christianity: among them belonging to the 
house of David, the resurrection and the announcement of its 
second coming. 


In historical documents contemporary or shortly after the time of 
Jesus, he is never mentioned. 

Subsequently, only four historians make some reference: Flavius 
Joseph, Pliny the Younger, 

Suetonius and Tacitus. The first mentions it in this passage from 
the Jewish Antiquities: 3 


At that time Jesus lived, a wise man, even if he can be called a 
man: because he performed extraordinary works, and taught those 
who loved the truth. He brought many Jews and many Gentiles to 
him. He was the Christ. And when Pilate heard that he was being 
accused by our rulers, he condemned him to the cross. Those who 
had loved him from the beginning did not lose faith in him, and he 
appeared to them revived on the third day, because the prophets 
had foreseen this and a thousand other wonders about him. And the 
tribe of Christians, named after him, has not become extinct to this 
day. 


Now, this passage is late, because the work is from 93 CE. 
Furthermore, in many manuscripts that have come down to us it is 
not there. Finally, it was not mentioned in the third century by Origen, 
who also knew the Antiquities, and instead complained that 
Josephus "did not accept Jesus as Christ",4 just as Clement of 
Alexandria noted that he "said nothing of the wonderful things that 
the Lord had done."5 Since a much more extensive version has also 
been interpolated in the other work of Flavius Josephus The Jewish 
War,6 this time demonstrably, everything suggests that it was also in 
the previous one, starting from the 4th century: the oldest testimony 
of the piece is in fact that of Eusebius in 323. 7 

A second reference is found in a letter8 112 of Pliny the Younger 
to Trajan and speaks generically of Christians: 

They claimed that their faults or errors boiled down to meeting on 
an appointed day before dawn to sing a hymn to Christ as if he were 
a god [quasi deo], and to be bound by an oath not to commit a crime. 
, but not to commit theft, robbery or adultery, not to betray trust, and 


not to refuse to return, if requested, what they had received in 
custody. 


A third reference, contemporary to the previous one, is by Gaius 
Suetonius in the Lives of the Caesars: 9 since the Jews fomented 
continuous disturbances at the instigation of Crestus, [Claudius] 
expelled them from Rome. 

"Cresto" is the translation of the original Latin Chrestus: a name 
derived from the Greek Chrestos, "Good" or "Valiant", referring to 
someone who was in Rome in 54 CE More than a transcription error 
by Christus, it seems to be the quote of a name that is known to 
have been common among slaves, and the passage speaks of their 
revolt. 

A few years later Tacitus mentions a couple of times the 
Christians in his Annals, present in Rome at the time of Nero, 
therefore between 54 and 68, and that 10 saying they were Christ, 
from whom they took their name, was sent to death by Pontius 
Pilate, procurator of Judea during the reign of Tiberius. 


Of all the four fragments this is the only one that seems to constitute 
some independent "proof" of the historicity of death, and therefore of 
the existence, of Christ: but we do not know whether it is cited as a 
fact or reported only as a belief of the Christians. Probably the 
second hypothesis, given that Tacitus is wrong in assigning to Pilate 
the role of procurator, rather than prefect: which suggests that he 
speaks by hearsay, rather than by citing official sources. 


These are therefore the non-Christian passages of antiquity that cite 
Jesus in some way: certainly too few, vague and indirect, to be able 
to constitute convincing external proof of his existence. Which, of 
course, does not mean that he did not exist: after all, 

countless other real people have left no trace in official history. It 
means, however, that to talk about him we can only rely on the 
internal sources of the New Testament: but then, with the same 
yardstick, the Mahabharata or the Iliad would demonstrate the 
existence of Hindu or Greek divinities, which rightly no Christian 
would be willing to accept as real. 

Among other things, the possible concordances of the Gospels 
with objective facts do not constitute proof of any kind in favor of 
their historicity. For example, the setting of the lliad is so true that, 
based on it, Heinrich Schliemann was able to locate the ruins of Troy 
in 1873: this, however, certainly does not authorize us to deduce the 
veracity of the war story, let alone the existence of Homeric heroes 
and gods. More generally, a text (Sacred or profane) can never be 
confirmed by concordance with historical facts or by archaeological 
evidence: otherwise, we should believe everything that is told in 
realist or realist novels. However, a text can be invalidated by 
internal or external discrepancies, which abound in the Gospels. 


Regarding the birth of Jesus, for example, Matthew 11 he says that 
“he was born in Bethlehem of Judea at the time of King Herod », 
while Luke12 tells: 


In those days a decree of Caesar Augustus ordered that the census 
of the whole earth be made. This first census was made when 


Quirino was governor of Syria. 

Since Herod died on 4th CE and Quirinus arrived in Syria on 6th 
CE, the two accounts are temporally contradictory. Furthermore, no 
atmospheric phenomenon was recorded in that period that could be 
interpreted as the star of the Magi, nor any massacre of children, nor 
any Roman census in the time of Herod: the latter for excellent 
reasons, given that at that time Judea was not under Roman rule. It 
became the year in which Quirino arrived and actually took his 
census, but there are no traces of the fact that it went against 
Roman customs, which were to have people register in the place of 
residence and not of birth. 


In fact, in all four Gospels Jesus is consistently called "of Nazareth", 
and only in the opening chapters of Matthew13 and Luca14 his birth 
is told and placed in Bethlehem: among other things, without 
mentioning at all the ox and the donkey that appear punctually in 
every crib at Christmas. But the style of the two stories suggests, 
more than a historical exposition, a mythological framework, openly 
based on the supposed fulfillment of biblical prophecies (which, 
however, often speak of something else and are cited completely out 
of context). E.g.: 


¢ The virgin birth and the name of Jesus derive from Isaiah:15 "The 
virgin will conceive and give birth to a son who will be called 
Emmanuel", which means "God is with us" (Jesus, as we know, 
similarly means "God saves"). 

¢ The birthplace of Micah:16 "And you, Bethlehem of Efrata, so 
small to be among the capitals of Judah, the one who must be the 


ruler of Israel will come out of you." 

¢ The flight into Egypt from Hosea:i7 "From Egypt | called my 
son." 

¢ The massacre of the innocents by Jeremiah:18 «A cry is heard 
from Rama, lamentation and bitter weeping: Rachel weeps for her 
children, refuses to be consoled because they are no longer». 
(Rama was a place near Bethlehem, where Rachel's tomb was 
worshiped. ) 

The same thing is true for the episodes related to John the 
Baptist and the baptism of Jesu1s9 .InIn particular, the description of 
the first is borrowed from Isaiah:20 "A voice cries out in the desert." 
And the voice from heaven announcing the second in part from 
Psalm 2:21 "You are my son, today | have begotten you", and partly 
from Isaiah:22 «Here is my servant whom | support, my chosen one 
in whom | am pleased». The same voice will repeat the same things 
both during the transfiguration and after Jesus' entry into Jerusalem, 
although this last time John23 he will miss the probable and obvious 
truth: "The crowd that was present and had heard said it was 
thunder." 


Finally, as for the birth, even for the death of Jesus there is no 
historical evidence: the only fact that can be obtained from the 
stories of the passion is that it would have occurred "under Pontius 
Pilate", and therefore between 26 and 36 eV In particular, none of 
the hardly forgettable prodigies that would have accompanied it have 
been recorded. Certainly it is false that "at noon the Sun was 
eclipsed and darkened all over the earth until 24 three in the 
afternoon", since there could not have been an eclipse of the Sun 
during the full moon period of Passover: not just three hours, but not 


even three minutes. And, surprisingly, no one seems to have noticed 
that “the veil of the temple was torn in two from top to bottom, the 
earth shook, the rocks broke, the tombs were opened and many 
bodies of dead saints were raised; 25 

Incidentally, the official CE! edition explains that “the veil divided 
the most reserved parts of the temple, the Holy and the Holy of 
Holies. It’s rupture indicates the end of the ancient religious economy 
». But in an attempt to assign a symbolic value to the event, he 
literally gives himself a hoe in the foot, because in those parts of the 
temple only the High Priest could enter, and only on particular 
occasions: even if Caiaphas were there at the right time, then he 
would hardly have gone around telling about an event that would 
have publicly disavowed his tearing his clothes in front of Jesus the 
day before. 26 

In fact, once again the passion narrative proceeds as if it were 
expressly constructed to make prophecies come true, and patently 
betrays the skeleton of biblical quotations upon which it is built. E.g.: 

¢ The entry of Jesus into Jerusalem is taken from Zechariah:27 
"He is just and victorious, humble and rides a donkey" (even if from 
the Gospels 28 it is not clear whether it was a donkey, a colt or even 
both). 

¢ The welcoming of the crowd from Psalm 117:29 "Blessed is he 
who comes in the name of the Lord". 

¢ The extent of the payment of Judas of Zechariah:30 "They 
weighed thirty shekels of silver as my pay." 

¢ The division of garments and mockery from Psalm 21:31 "They 
divide my garments and cast lots for them" and "he entrusted himself 
to the Lord, let him save and free him, if he is his friend." 

¢ The harassment of soldiers on the cross from Psalm 68:32 
"When | was thirsty they gave me vinegar." 


¢ The breaking of the legs of the two thieves but not of Jesus from 
the Exodus: 33 "You will not break any bones" (referring to the 
paschal lamb). 

¢ The duration of the burial of Jonah,34 who "remained in the 
belly of the fish for three days and three nights." 

¢ The resurrection from Psalm 15:35 "You will not abandon my life 
in the tomb, nor will you let your saint see corruption." 

For his part, in crucial circumstances Jesus himself speaks by 
borrowing his words from the Bible: 

* The declaration to the Sanhedrin from Psalm 109 36 and from 
Daniel: "a Son of man appears on the clouds of heaven".37 "Sits at 
the right hand of the Lord" e 

¢ The screams on the cross from Psalms 21 38 and 30:39 "My 
God, my God, why have you forsaken me?" And 

"Into your hands | commit my spirit" (even if from the Gospels the 
one thing, the other, or instead "everything is finished"). 40 it is not 
clear if he screamed 

In addition to these explicit Jewish roots, the birth and death of 
Jesus then reveal more or less implicit similarities with a long series 
of religious myths of other civilizations: the Egyptians Horus and 
Osiris, the Persian Mithras, the Greeks Dionysus and Hercules, even 
the ‘Aztec Quetzalcoatl. This does not mean, of course, that there 
have been direct borrowings between the various myths: rather, it 
means that facts such as the virgin birth and the resurrection from 
the dead constitute obvious universal archetypes, shared by the 
mythologies of many cultures. 

But it also doesn't mean that such loans didn't take place. For 
example, the choice of December 25 as the day of Jesus' birth is 
borrowed from the feast of Sol Invictus, "Sole Invitto", the Sun God 
(El Gabal) that the emperor Heliogabalus imported to Rome from 


Syria in 218. Emperor Aurelian established its cult in 270 and 
consecrated the temple on 25 December 274, during the feast of the 
Nativity of the Sun: the day, that is, of the winter solstice according to 
the Julian calendar, when the Sun touches the most low in its path, it 
stops (hence the name solstitium, "stop of the Sun") and begins its 
ascent again, in a succession of events that can be metaphorically 
described as its "death, resurrection and ascent into heaven". 

After having evidently been noticed by the faithful of the two cults, 
also thanks to evangelical pronouncements such as "I am the light of 
the world",41 the connection between Christ and the Sun was 
practically made official in 350 by Pope Julius |, with the choice of 
December 25 as the Birth of Jesus. Dies Solis was also adopted by 
Christians as a day of rest, although with the name of Sunday, by 
Dominus, "Gentleman". The cult of Christ, however, failed to remove 
that of the Sun, as evidenced by Pope Leo the Great's 460 
Christmas Sermon: 42 


This religion of the Sun is so highly esteemed that some Christians, 
before entering the basilica of St. Peter the Apostle, dedicated to the 
one God, alive and true, after climbing the staircase leading to the 
upper atrium, turn to the Sun and bend over their heads bow in 
honor of the shining star. We are distressed and very saddened by 
this fact, which is repeated partly out of ignorance and partly out of 
pagan mentality. 


Although "ignorant and pagan", the solar symbolism still remains 
today in the rituals of the Church: mainly in the use of the 
monstrance, in which the consecrated host is exhibited as a sun 


radiating golden rays. It was introduced into the Christian liturgy by 
Bernardino of Siena in the 15th century, but it was already in 
common use in the Egyptian liturgy for the worship of Aten, the 
unique god of Akhenaten represented by the solar disc. The same 
god, that is, who could have inspired Yahweh to Moses: in this case, 
Jesus would truly be the Son of the Father, and the circle would be 
historically closed. 


But it closes in any case etymologically, because they are not at all 
the links between the Indo-European divinities and light are random: 
Italian god, the Latin deus, the Greek theos and the Sanskrit dyaus 
derive in fact all from a single root which means "bright" or "Shining", 
and variously identified the day (hence the Latin dies) and the sky. 
The common names were then personified in proper names Hindu 
Dyaus Pitar, Greek Zeus Pater, Deus Pater Latin and Italian God the 
Father, which simply mean «Father Heaven "or, with a further 
hypostatization," Father who art in Sky". 


Leo the Great was therefore right to be saddened, because by 
reciting the Our Father, Christians simply turn to Jupiter, whose 
name love is nothing but the ablative of luppiter, in turn a contraction 
of the vocative Dyeu Pitar. A minimum of linguistics is therefore 
sufficient to unmask the anachronism of faith in God the Father: that 
is, in Heavenly Father, the same one that in the naturalistic religion 
of the Rig Veda43 he was married to Prithvi Mata, the "Mother 
Earth", and had as children the fire Agni and the rain Indra. 

And while we are on the subject of dark confusions about light 
and God, we might as well clarify the one that instead led to calling 


Lucifer the Devil. For the Romans, in fact, Lucifer, "Bearer of Light" 
(from lux, "light", and fierce, "Port"), was simply what Phosphorus 
(similarly, from phos and phero) was to the Greeks: the Morning Star, 
that is, Venus. And since, apart from the Sun and the Moon, it is the 
brightest celestial object together with Jupiter, but being an inner 
planet it cannot be seen at night, it was associated with the myth 
according to which Lucifer had been expelled from Heaven because 
he wanted take the role of Jupiter. 

Once Jupiter is identified with God the Father, it becomes natural 
to identify Lucifer with the Rebel Angel who is expelled from Heaven. 
Or rather, it would become, if somewhere in the Bible there were 
written this story, which instead is an invention much later than those 
of the Old and New Testament. Not surprisingly, in both Lucifer still 
simply indicates Venus: for example in the Second Letter of Peter,44 
who, speaking of Jesus to the faithful, wishes them: "Lucifer rise up 
in your hearts", or in the Apocalypse,45 in which John makes Jesus 
himself say: "| am Lucifer". 

Due to the insane identification with the Devil, popularized by 
Dante in the Divine Comedy and by Milton in the Lost Paradise, 
when today you hear Lucifer you certainly no longer think of Venus. 
The official CE! edition therefore carefully avoids mentioning this 
name where the Vulgate used it instead, especially in reference to 
Jesus. But it keeps it slyly in this passage from Isaiah: 46 


How come you fell from heaven, Lucifer, son of the dawn? How is it 
that you have been thrown to the ground, lord of peoples? Yet you 
thought: «! will ascend into heaven, on the stars of God | will raise 
the throne, | will dwell on the mount of the assembly, in the most 
remote parts of the north. | will climb on the upper regions of the 


clouds, | will make myself equal to the Most High ». And instead you 
were thrown into hell, into the depths of the abyss! 


In accordance with their new mythology, the bishops pharisaically 
explain that "the Christian tradition applies the text to the fall of 
Satan", while knowing full well that it is nothing more than a song 
referring to the king of Babylon, which the Jews hoped to intone. 
when they were released from exile. 


THE SOURCES OF THE GOSPELS 


Apart from the clearly mythological narratives of the beginnings and 
the end of Jesus' life, the rest of the canonical Gospels also reveal 
clues that suggest their elaboration from heterogeneous sources: for 
example, the first three often tell the same events in a different way, 
but evidently connected, while the latter is located in a more isolated 
position with respect to them. Already in the fourth century Eusebius 
of Caesarea had highlighted the link between Matthew, Mark and 
Luke, but the first to make it visually explicit was Johann Griesbach, 
who in 1776 made a parallel edition on three columns called 
synopsis, "glance of together "(from syn," together ", and opsis," 
sight "): since then the first three Gospels have been called" synoptic 
", Let us take, to give a more or less typical example, the episode of 
the election of the Twelve, which appears precisely in the three 
synoptics but not in John. 

Matthew speaks of an initiation into the typical powers of the 
"Magician Jesus": 47 


Calling the twelve disciples to himself, he gave them the power to 
drive out unclean spirits and to heal all sorts of diseases and 
infirmities. 

In Luke, on the contrary, they are chosen as _ apostles, 
"messengers" or "sent" (from apo, "from", and stellein, "to send"), to 
transmit the gospel, "good news" (from eu, " good ", and angelion," 
message "), typical of the" Jesus Prophet ": 48 

In those days Jesus went to the mountain to pray and spent the 
night in prayer. When it was day, he called his disciples to him and 
chose twelve, to whom he gave the name of apostles. 

Finally, in Marco, the two stories are clearly combined together: 
49 


Then he went up on the mountain and called to himself those whom 
he wanted, and they went to him. He made twelve of them to be with 
him and also to send them to preach and to have the power to cast 
out demons. 


Since it happens quite systematically that Mark founds together 
corresponding texts of Matthew and Luke, one can imagine that it is 
their compilation: this was precisely the first conclusion of Griesbach, 
who in 1789 published it in the Proof that the entire Gospel of Mark 
is drawn from Matthew's narratives and Luca. This interpretation, 
however, is badly accompanied by the fact that, while Matthew and 
Luke have comparable lengths, namely 1068 and 1149 verses, Mark 
is much shorter and has only 661: the latter, therefore, certainly 
cannot be a simple sum of the two others. 


On closer examination we realize that, on the one hand, Mark is 
found practically whole in Matthew, and for about two thirds in Luke; 
on the other hand, however, only two thirds of Matthew, and one 
third of Luke, find a correspondence in Mark: the rest is partly 
identical in both, partly parallel but different, and partly proper to 
each. It therefore appears that Matthew and Luke drew in part from a 
first common source, in part from different versions of a second 
common source, and in part from independent sources. 

The most natural reconstruction50 is that there were two primary 
sources from which the synoptic Gospels drew differently. The first is 
the so-called font Q (from the German Quelle, "source"), which some 
think was only oral, and others that it constituted a lost gospel: 
perhaps what the Acts of the Apostles allude to,51 "Remembering" a 
maxim of Jesus which is not found in any of the four canonical 
Gospels; or perhaps the Gospel according to Thomas discovered in 
Nag Hammadi in 1945, which contains both canonical and non- 
canonical maxims. The source Q can however be _ partially 
reconstructed on the basis of the approximately 235 verses common 
to Matthew and Luke but not present in Mark, containing precisely 
the wisdom maxims of the "Prophet Jesus". 

Incidentally, this source never calls him Christ, nor does it speak 
of his passion, death and resurrection. 


The second source is a lost protoevangelium of the community of 
Jerusalem, probably constituting the first collection of events related 
to the life of Jesus. With the formation of the communities of Antioch 
and Ephesus, this Hebrew or Aramaic source was translated into 
Greek and elaborated in two versions different, reflecting the 
different predications of Barnabas and Paul: these two versions 


would have converged separately in Matthew and Luke, and 
together in Mark, thus explaining at the same time the general 
concordances and the discrepancies in detail in the first two. 


As for the chronology and destination of the Gospels, they would be 
that Mark was written around 70 for the Romans, Matthew and Luke 
between 70 and 100, respectively for the Hebrews and Greeks, and 
John around 100 for all. The latter would then constitute an analogue 
for the Gospels of what Deuteronomy was for the Pentateuch: that 
is, a late and literary reworking of previous and more or less 
historical material, which contains free variations by John on the 
themes of the life of Jesus. 


Which does not mean that at least John is whole. For example, the 
ancient manuscripts do not report the famous episode of "let him 
who is without sin cast the first stone",52 which is the best known 
example of agrapha, "things not written [in the originals]. 
Furthermore, chapters XV-XVII constitute alternative versions of the 
Discourse of the Last Supper and are clearly interpolated in the 
narrative, since chapter XIV ends with Jesus saying: "Get up, let's go 
away from here", and the XVIII begins with: " Having said this, Jesus 
went out with his disciples». 


Finally, and in the best tradition of potential literature, the Gospel has 
two endings and adds a chapter after the twentieth, which ended by 
saying, “Many other signs Jesus did in the presence of his disciples, 
but they were not written in this book. These were written, so that 


you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God and so that, 
by believing, you have life in his name ». Both the previous 
interpolations and this final addition are so evident that they are even 
admitted by the official CEI edition. 53 

The "signs" alluded to are the only seven miracles narrated by 
John, 54 in which Jesus and his deeds appear, respectively, as a 
reincarnation of Moses and a symbolic recapitulation of the salient 
passages of theExodus. For example, the first miracle of Jesus (the 
transformation of water into wine at Cana) corresponds to the first 
plague of Egypt (the transformation of the Nile into blood). The 
multiplication of the loaves, to the manna in the desert (as well as a 
similar miracle of Elisha55). The walk on the water, at the opening of 
the Red Sea. The resurrection of Lazarus, the liberation from Egypt, 
etc. This suggests that John has incorporated a previous source, 
which is called SQ (from Semeia Quelle, "source of signs"): a source 
which, like the other pre-canonical sources, does not report any 
account of the passion, death and resurrection. As had already 
happened for the Pentateuch, the previous draft of historical 
deconstruction of the Synoptic Gospels also shows that they 
certainly cannot be considered a literal transcription of the "word of 
the Lord", as is instead declared at every Mass after the reading of 
any of their songs. Rather, they are more or less faithful and free 
compilations of various previous works, as Luca himself admits 
starting his: 56 

Since many 57 they set out to write a story of the events that 
happened between us, as those who witnessed them from the 
beginning and became ministers of the word have transmitted them 
to us, so | too have decided to do careful research on every 
circumstance from the beginning and to write an orderly account for 
you. 


As if that were not enough, these earlier works in turn were more 
or less faithful and free accounts of oral teachings, but not 
necessarily those of Jesus. For example, already in the first half of 
the second century the Interpretations of the Sayings of the Lord of 
Papia noted that Mark referred to Peter's preaching, but that this had 
had catechetical and not historiographic purposes: that is, it was 
indirectly inspired by the preaching of Christ, but he had not reported 
it literally. The books of Papias, which instead claimed to refer 
directly to an oral tradition dating back to the apostles, were in turn 
branded by History ecclesiastical 

58 from Eusebius as a collection of "strange parables and 
teachings of the Savior, and other more mythical things". 

In short, from the very beginning it was clear that the Gospels 
were not historical but devotional works, which spoke of a character 
more or less idealized and mythologized, when not simply invented. 
And, of course, there were not only the four canonical Gospels and 
their supposed lost sources: there were also the so-called 
apocryphal Gospels, "removed" (from apo, "via", and kryptein, "to 
hide"), which were in fact discarded. by the Church as inauthentic. 
Of course, in matters of canon (from canon, "rule") everything is 
relative: we have already noted that books of the Old Testament 
such as the Maccabees, which the Catholic Church today considers 
canonical, are instead considered non-canonical by the Jews and 
apocryphal by the Protestants . And the final decision on the Catholic 
canon of the Old Testament dates back only to 1546, when the 
Council of Trent established the current list and declared: "Anathema 
on those who do not admit as sacred and canonical these entire 
books, with all their parts, as they are usually read in the Catholic 
Church." For the record, the apocryphal books that the latter 
euphemistically calls deuterocanonical, "postcanonical" (from 


deuteros, "second"), are about ten and include, in addition to the two 
Maccabees, also the pseudosalomonic Wisdom. 


As for the canon of the New Testament, which in addition to the four 
canonical Gospels includes the Acts of Luke, twenty-one Letters of 
the Apostles and the Apocalypse of John, it is only a choice between 
the many Gospels, the many Acts, the many Letters and the many 
Apocalypses of tradition, although it is a choice shared by almost all 
the Christian Churches. Not all, however, since for example the 
Ethiopian Orthodox Church admits three other books as canonical. 

Many of the apocryphals have been lost, but those that remain 
narrate alternative episodes in the life of Jesus, the Madonna or the 
apostles: their consideration by the Church varies, depending on the 
case, from an implicit acceptance of some as unofficial documents 
relating to little developed aspects in the canonical texts, to an 
explicit rejection of others as officially heretics. Of particular interest 
from a historical point of view are, of course, the alternative versions 
of the canonical Gospels. For example, the Gospel of Peter, partially 
found in 

1886, which describes the passion in a similar way to the 
synoptics but in a different political perspective, anti-Jewish and pro 
Pilate. Or the lost Gospel accepted by Marcion, who according to 
remaining descriptions must have been an early version of Luke 
without the false fables about the birth of Jesus. 

The oldest document in which reference is made to a choice of 
four Gospels is the Muratorian Canon, so called because it was 
discovered in the Ambrosiana Library by Ludovico Antonio Muratori. 
It was published in 1740, dates back to the seventh century, is 


believed to be the translation of a Greek original of about 170 and 
specifically mentions Luke and John. 

The choice of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John as canons is 
however already found in Irenaeus, who around 180 inaugurated a 
long list of pronouncements Against heresies, in a work of the same 
name. Let us remember, however, in order not to feed illusions, that 
the reasons why Irenaeus affirms that the Gospels must be four are 
that "the earth has four corners and four winds, and the Church is 
scattered everywhere, and the Gospels are its pillars", and others 
such amenities.59 As if to say that, perhaps, Voltaire was not too far 
from the truth when he sarcastically argued, in the Philosophical 
Dictionary, that the canonical Gospels were simply the ones that had 
not rolled off the table at the Council of Nicaea. 


However, it would be interesting to see the versions of them that 
lrenaeus referred to, given that in his work we read: 60 


Between forty and fifty a man begins the decline towards old age, 
which our Lord reached while He still held the office of Master, as the 
Gospel and all the elders testify: the Asian frequenters of John, 
disciple of the Lord, affirm to have received this information directly 
from him. He remained among them until the time of Trajan [ie at 
least until 98 CE]. 

Some, too, saw not only John, but other apostles as well, and 
heard the same account from them, and testify to its validity. 

This interesting passage seems to be confirmed by Giovanni 61 
itself, which does say come on 


Jews to Jesus: "You are not yet fifty years old and have you seen 
Abraham?" The official CEI edition comments embarrassed: "The 
number of the years is deliberately exaggerated". And the 
embarrassment is doubly justified: first of all, because that 
"deliberately" is in reality a "hopefully"; and then because, wanting to 
"exaggerate", it would have been even better to say "you are not yet 
forty years old", especially if that had been the case! 

Therefore, as anyone who scans the texts can guess, probably 
the parts of the canonical Gospels relating to the death of Jesus, not 
to mention the resurrection, are late and false additions. As are 
those relating to his birth, which, however, must already have been 
added in Luke, since one of the heresies that Irenaeus fought most 
fiercely was precisely that of Marcion, who considered his own 
purged version of it as the only true Gospel, without those parts. 

And that something big must be underneath it is demonstrated by 
the fury with which the nascent Church fought Marcion: a very 
popular bishop who was excommunicated in 144, furiously attacked 
by Tertullian in Against Marcion, and still today defined by the 
Catholic Encyclopedia as "perhaps the enemy more dangerous than 
Christianity has ever had. ' Among other things, one of the charges 
against him was that he professed an interesting proto-Romanicism, 
in which Yahweh and the Father of Jesus played the opposite roles 
of a bad God and a good God, and the New Testament was 
considered not a continuation , but a reversal of the Ancient. 

After Marcion's defeat, the Church consistently considered only 
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John as canonical, considering them 
divinely inspired works of the four evangelists of the same name, 
who would have written them alone and in that order, each based on 
the precedents. Even today the official CEI edition continues to date 
Matteo between 40 and 50, Marco al 65, Luke between 65 and 70 


and John after 100, in good order, and to attribute them "by tradition 
unanimous" to two apostles (Matthew and John) and two disciples of 
Peter (Mark) and Paul (Luke) . The Second Vatican Council, 
however, partially accepted the philological and historical evidence, 
timidly making the Dogmatic Constitution Dei Verbum ("On the Word 
of God") affirm: 62 


The sacred authors wrote the four Gospels, choosing some things 
among the many that were handed down orally or already in writing, 
drawing up a summary of others, or explaining them with regard to 
the situation of the Churches, finally preserving the preaching 
character, but always in a way such as to report true and sincere 
things about Jesus. 


As we have already noted with regard to the Old Testament, the 
Council could not go beyond this. Indeed, accepting that the Gospels 
may not have referred to "true and sincere things" would mean 
undermining the stone on which it would have been built from under 
the feet of the Church, and admitting what men of good rationality 
have always known: that, based whether or not it is on one or more 
models that really existed, the Jesus of the Gospels is nothing more 
than a literary construction, like the other great sacred or profane 
myths of history, from Buddha and Confucius to Pythagoras and 
Socrates. 

It is a myth with many faces, as we are now going to see, reading 
the Gospels in a disenchanted way in an attempt to separate the 
wheat from the chaff "by nose": that is, the possible or plausible from 
the implausible or impossible. An attempt that, starting from 1985, 


was instead carried out in a big way and scientifically by the Jesus 
Seminar ("Seminar on Jesus"), a group of about a hundred American 
biblical scholars who used anthropological, historical and linguistic 
methods to assign four degrees of truthfulness to the affirmations of 
Jesus reported by the Gospels, from certainly authentic to certainly 
apocryphal. Since decisions were made by voting with colored balls, 
this enterprise was jokingly called the "ball theology", as opposed to 
the canonical one without the diminutive. 

It led to the publication, in 1993, of a four-color text entitled The 
Five Gospels: What Did Jesus Really Say? (five, because the 
Gospel according to Thomas was added to the four canons),63 
followed in 1998 by the Acts of Jesus: what did Jesus really do?64 
Not surprisingly, it turned out that at least 80 percent of evangelical 
sayings cannot be said to be authentic. As for the historicity of the 
facts, the person of Jesus has been practically reduced to that of a 
man born of a natural father other than Joseph, a skilled healer of 
psychosomatic diseases and who died on the cross as a disturber of 
public peace: the rest is a fable, even for biblical scholars (or at 
least, for the serious ones). 


THE. PROPHE | 


Ironically, if a historical Jesus really existed, it is more likely that he 
was the inspirer of the concrete sayings found in the Gospels, than 
the subject of the abstract myths of his birth and death. Those 
sayings are expressed in speeches, parables and mottos scattered 
throughout the four canons, and partly repeated in some 
apocryphals such as the Gospel according to Thomas. 

Among the discourses of Jesus, those of the Mountain and the 
Plain are perhaps the best known and take their name from their 


different setting: "on the mountain" in Matthew65 and "in a flat place" 
in Luke.66 Both are probably compilations of scattered themes and 
sayings, and can be easily confused with each other: even the 
official CEI edition entitles the second "Sermon on the Mount", 
despite the explicit reference to the plain in its first verse! 


Both discourses report the famous list of the Beatitudes, which 
shows Jesus' taste for paradox and antonymy: 

«Blessed are you poor, because yours is the kingdom of God. 
Blessed are you who are hungry now, because you will be satisfied. 
Blessed are you who cry now, because you will laugh ». Vice versa: 
«Woe to you rich, because you already have your consolation. Woe 
to you who are now full, because you will be hungry. Woe to you who 
laugh now, because you will be afflicted and you will weep ». 67 

Equally famous is the passage from the Sermon on the Mount 
which the liturgy then annexed as a prayer of the Our Father, in the 
long version of Matthew: 68 

Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy 
kingdom come, thy will be done, both in heaven and on earth. Give 
us our daily bread today, and forgive us our debts as we forgive our 
debtors, and lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. 


Luca 69 instead it is more concise: “Father, hallowed be your name, 
your kingdom come; give us today our daily bread, and forgive us 
our sins, because we too forgive all our debtors, and not lead us into 
temptation ». And MarcoZQ even more: "When you begin to pray, if 
you have something against someone, forgive, so that your Father 
who is in heaven may forgive you your sins". 


The various versions naturally reveal a progressive elaboration. 
In particular, in the addition of the singular request to God, instead of 
the Devil, not to lead us into temptation: a request justified by his 
systematic behavior, from Abraham to Job, and anticipated by the 
lament of Psalm 6571 that it is He who "puts us to the test, passes 
us to the crucible and into the fire, lurks us and make us trample”. 
Furthermore, as we can see, Mark and Luke speak expressly of sins, 
while Matthew is restricted to debts: Catholics and Calvinists adopt 
the second reading, while Lutherans and Anglicans prefer the first, 
although these are matters of lamb's wool. 


In any case, for the Catechism 72 the Our Father «takes up the 
essential content of the whole Gospel "and it is an" irreplaceable 
prayer ", just as for Tertullian it was" the synthesis of the whole 
Gospel "and for Thomas Aquinas" the most perfect prayer " 
However, it is not necessary to be a Doctor of the Church to 
recognize in the prayer of Jesus, at least in its liturgical version, a 
positive counterpoint of the faithful to the negativity of the divine 
Decalogue: even the division into two sentences follows that of the 
commandments, relating to the "Lord God your "and" your neighbor 

In the same Sermon on the Mount, however, it is Jesus himself 
who specifies in this regard: 

«Do not think that | have come to abolish the Law or the 
Prophets; | did not come to abolish, but to fulfill ».73 And since one 
cannot transgress "not even one of these precepts, albeit minimal ", 
74 the only possible fulfillments to the commandments will be further 
restrictions of the negative ones, and further extensions of the 
positive ones. Thus not only should one not kill, but not even "be 


angry with one's brother". Not only not to commit adultery, but not 
even "to look at a woman to desire her". Not only do not give false 
testimony, but "don't swear at all." Not only to love one's neighbor, 
but to "love one's enemies". 75 

The unrealistic ideal proposed by the Prophet Jesus is therefore, 
explicitly, an unattainable perfection: "Be perfect as your heavenly 
Father is perfect".76 The one is so unrealistic and the other 
unattainable that he himself does not seem to be at their level: for 
example, when he lashes out at the scribes and Pharisees calling 
them "hypocrites, fools, blind, whitewashed sepulchers, snakes and 
a race of vipers".77 Even if they were certainly deserved epithets, 
given that the Pharisees were the analogues of the current 
fundamentalists or fundamentalists: like our CLs (Communion and 
Liberation, Italian Catholic movement) and theocons, to whom those 
divine insults must be repeated by anyone who wants to reach at 
least the perfection of the Son, if not really. that of the Father (in 
which case they should simply be sent to Hell). 


Also in the Sermon on the Mount is the Christian version of the so- 
called golden rule: "What you want men to do to you, do it to them 
too".78 Although it is glorified as an expression of great wisdom, in 
reality it is an aggressive and dangerous maxim, which in theory 
could cause disasters if applied by masochists and self-harm, and 
which in practice causes trouble when it is invoked by moralists and 
bigots to impose own prejudices as universal rules of behavior. 


Much less aggressive is the Eastern rule found in the Analecta 79 
Confucians, in the Buddhist Udana-Varga 80 and in Mahabharata 81 


Hindu: «Do not do to others what you would not like were done to 
you », even if it too lends itself to symmetrical paradoxical 
interpretations. Such rules would go naturally supplemented by 
some clause, for example: «Do this to others that you would like it 
done to you, assuming they want it too. ' Although game theory has 
shown that there are no universal rules of behavior and that ethics 
cannot be reduced to some maxim, however poetic or inspired it may 
be. To put it in George Bernard Shaw's words: "The only golden rule 
is that they are not there golden rules ". 


In addition to the interesting precept to pray not in public but "in your 
room, behind closed doors and in secret",82 evidently escaped the 
sacred and profane champions of the hour of religion and prayers in 
class, not to mention masses and other functions, the Sermon on the 
Mount also offers some pearls of poetic wisdom, or wise poetry: not 
to be thrown away pearls to pigs",83 precisely, to "turn the other 
cheek" ,84 from "look at the lilies of the field"85 to "take the beam out 
of your eye."86 And many others are scattered throughout the 
Gospels, from "the spirit is strong but the flesh is weak"87 to 
"whoever is without sin cast the first stone".88 And it is precisely for 
his many aphorisms that the Prophet Jesus is still quoted today, by 
the way and inappropriately, and has won a non-controversial place 
among the great producers of maxims: from Lao Tze and Confucius 
to Oscar Wilde and Ludwig Wittgenstein. 


Although, as often happens with beautiful words, they are not 
necessarily true. For example, "he who seeks finds" or "knock and it 
will be opened to you"89 not only do they reveal a naive excess of 


optimism, but they contradict other far more _ pessimistic 
pronouncements, such as: "You will start knocking on the door, 
saying: 'Lord, open to us.' But he will answer you: 'I don't know you, | 
don't know where you are from. Get away from me '», and then« 
there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth ».90 A pessimism that 
agrees well with the words of the Father himself: «They will invoke 
me, but | will not reply. They will look for me, but they will not find me 
91 As well as, of course, with the ». famous motto: "Many are called, 
but few are chosen".92 

Among the rhetorical devices favored by the Prophet Jesus was 
the parable: that is, the moral anecdote or the allegorical fairy tale. 
One of the best known examples is that of the Good Samaritan, told 
to illustrate the commandment "love your neighbor as yourself": 93 


A man went down from Jerusalem to Jericho and ran into robbers 
who stripped him, beat him and then left, leaving him half dead. By 
chance, a priest was going down that same road and when he saw 
him he passed by on the other side. A Levite also, when he came to 
that place, saw him and passed by. Instead a Samaritan, who was 
traveling, saw him passing by and took pity on him. He came close 
to him, bandaged his wounds, pouring oil and wine on them; then, 
loading him on his mare, he took him to an inn and took care of him. 


Two thousand years ago, when the Samaritans were considered 
apostates, the parable was intended to show that non-believers can 
behave better not only than believers, but also priests: a fact that 
today, after two thousand years of Christian history, has become so 
banal. that Jesus' motto "do as the scribe says, and not as the scribe 


does"94 now it applies directly to the priest. For their part, however, 
many secular states have implemented the principle of the Good 
Samaritan in laws that punish the failure to help and require that 
reasonable help be given to strangers who find themselves in 
difficulty: from calling 113 to providing them with emergency 
services. aid, in fact. 

Two other well-known parables are those of the Lost Sheep and 
the Prodigal Son, they intend 95 that to exalt the role of repentance 
and the return to the fold or to the father's house. For example, in the 
first: 


Who among you, if he has a hundred sheep and loses one, does not 
leave the ninety-nine in the desert and go after the lost one, until he 
finds it? Finding it again, he puts it on his shoulder all happy, goes 
home, calls his friends and neighbors saying: «Rejoice with me, 
because | have found my sheep which was lost». So | tell you, there 
will be more joy in heaven for a converted sinner than for ninety-nine 
righteous who do not need conversion. 


There are three or four dozen stories like these in the canonical 
Gospels, depending on how many they identify with each other, and 
they illustrate more or less edifying themes of a theological, moral or 
ethical nature. Each of the Gospels has its own, which are not found 
in the others: in particular, so it is for the only two reported by John. 
All the others are found in Matthew, Mark and Luke, but only three 
are in all three synoptics. This suggests that the parables, rather 
than being literal recordings of stories told by the Prophet Jesus, are 
products of various preachings more or less inspired by his themes. 


As for the reason for using the rhetorical artifice of parables, it 
seems to be not at all to make people understand something 
abstract and theoretical in a concrete and practical way, but to hide 
the truth from those who are not called to understand it. In fact, 
Jesus himself says to the disciples:96 "It is given to you to know the 
mysteries of the kingdom of God, but to others only in parables, so 
that when they see they may not see, and when they hear they may 
not understand." 

Now, as often, the last sentence is a quote from the prophets. 
More precisely, of what Isaiah makes himself say by Yahweh 97: 


Go and tell this people: "Listen well, but without understanding, just 
observe, but without knowing". Make the hearts of this people numb, 
make them hard of ear and blind their eyes: let them not see with 
their eyes, nor hear with their ears, nor understand with their heart, 
nor convert, so as to be healed. 


According to the twisted logic of Yahweh, which we have already 
seen at work several times, his word must therefore not be 
understood, so that on the one hand he can perversely be furious 
with his people who do not understand, "until the cities without 
inhabitants, houses without men and the countryside made deserted 
and desolate °;98 and on the other hand, may he_ then 
magnanimously forgive and heal him. 

This twisted logic is therefore also inherited from his Son, or 
someone for him, who speaks in parables so that people cannot 
understand him, so that the prophecies are fulfilled. 


Although this smacks of a posteriori justification: probably, after 
the failure to receive the exoteric teaching and the failure to fulfill the 
promised second coming "within this generation",99 the teaching 
was rephrased esoteric and the second coming was indefinitely 
postponed "to the end of time." 

In this regard, it should be noted that the evangelical declarations 
are unequivocal. Indeed, one reads: "Truly | tell you: there are some 
present here who will not die without having seen the Kingdom of 
God come with power".100 And in another: "Truly | tell you, you will 
not have finished going through the cities of Israel, before the Son of 
Man comes". 101 

The embarrassment of these false prophecies is such that the 
official CEI edition reaches the pinnacle of humor in its comments, 
saying that "the coming of the Son of Man and the Kingdom of God 
refer to the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple in 70 ». Hans 
Kung, more sensible and therefore more heretical, admits instead 
that these are "very uncomfortable texts, according to which even 
Jesus would have awaited the advent of the Kingdom of God in a 
very close time". The embarrassment of t1h02e bishops is however 
more than understandable: if Jesus believed that his second coming 
was imminent, he certainly would not have founded a church. And if 
he didn't, this and those are obviously just an association of 
usurpers. 


THE MAGICIAN 


The rabbinic tradition and some Roman writers such as the Celsus 
of the True Discourse immediately noticed that, in addition to the 
prophet of more or less profound wisdom, in the Gospels there is 
also another Jesus, much more embarrassing: the magician who 


always performs miracles of dubious truthfulness, and often of little 
intelligence or little use, and who looks more like a charlatan or a 
swindler than a guru or a holy man. 


Prodigies that, incidentally, the same Prophet Jesus denied having 
performed, when he said: «A perverse and adulterous generation 
demands a sign! But no sign will be given to her, if not the sign of 
Jonah the prophet ».103 And wonders that not even the populace 
considered convincing, given that Giovanni104 he complains that 
“although he had performed so many signs in front of them, they did 
not believe in him". Not surprisingly, the most skeptical were those 
who knew him well, namely his fellow citizens of Nazareth, in front of 
whom the Magus Jesus "could not work any miracles" and "did not 
perform many miracles because of their unbelief":105 which 
confirms that the gullible bite better, and strangers are deceived 
better. 

The first miracle of the three dozen recorded by the canonical 
Gospels is, as is well Known, the transformation of water into wine at 
the wedding at Cana, told by John alone.106 If it were a historical 
fact, it would be a fine example of "abuse of (psychic) powers" or 
"private interest in (supernatural) public action". But we already know 
that, instead, it is nothing more than a "sign": precisely, a metaphor 
of the first plague of Egypt, invented to suggest a parallel between 
the Jesus of the New Testament and the Moses of the Old. 

In addition to a couple of miraculous peaches,107 evidently 
appreciated by fishermen, the exploits of the multiplication of loaves 
and fishes also remain on the culinary side, which for the first time 
fed 5000 men, not counting women and children, with five loaves 
and two fish,108 and a second time 4000 men, always without 


counting women and children, with seven loaves and "a few 
fish":109 therefore, apparently, with a better "quality-price" ratio in 
the first miracle than in the second. 

Perhaps, however, the second time Jesus was a little exhausted, 
having already had to heal in that same session "lame, crippled, 
blind, deaf and many other sick". Of course, healings are the 
highlight of anyone who wants to attract crowds and insane people. 
In addition to the varieties just mentioned, among the sick healed by 
Jesus there are also lepers, paralytics, hemorrhoids, dropsy, 
epileptics and possessed: from which, given their number, we can 
deduce that Palestine at the time was not too healthy a place. 
Among these healings, perhaps the most disconcerting example is 
that of the two possessed (or only one, depending on the version), in 
which Jesus does not find better than to have the demons who 
possessed them enter a herd of two thousand pigs, 110 

This story is a true anthology of nonsense: psychological, ethical 
and geographical. First of all, in fact, it supposes that a demon- 
possessed person is possessed by literal demons, who can enter 
and leave his body. Moreover, he shows a dubious consideration for 
the poor animals, which could have easily been spared: not 
surprisingly, after the miracle, the people of the village beg that 
Jesus go away. Finally, he reveals the little knowledge of the places 
of the supposed eyewitness Matthew, given that he situates the 
episode in the city of Gadara, which the same official CEI edition 
recognizes as being 12 kilometers from the lake, rather than simply 
"on the other shore": incidentally, revealing the involuntary humor of 
a herd of pigs forced to run like a herd of horses. 

Of course, it is thanks to this and other similar miraculous 
healings of Jesus that the Church still today continues to believe in 
the possibility of driving out demons from the possessed through the 


rites of exorcism, "exorcism" (from ex, "via", and horkizo, "| swear"). 
Which are practiced, for the avoidance of doubt, not only in films of 
dubious cinematic quality by priests of dubious sanity, but even in 
the Vatican by His Holiness: the last time, for now, by John Paul II on 
6 September 2000, seems unsuccessful. And which are defined in 
this beautiful way by the Catechism: 111 


There is an exorcism when the Church commands with her authority, 
in the name of Jesus, that a person or an object be protected against 
the influence of the Evil One and removed from his dominion. 

It is practiced in the ordinary form in the rite of Baptism [sic]. The 
solemn exorcism, called the great exorcism, can only be performed 
by a presbyter authorized by the Bishop. 

As if that weren't enough, even epileptics are cured by Jesus by 
casting out their supposed demons. A deaf-mute, in particular, 
saying to him "dumb and deaf spirit, I'll order you, get out of him and 
never come back":112 words that had a strangely effect, although 
the spirit was indeed deaf, since it "screamed out of it", although it 
was also mute! But Jesus had other means to heal the deaf and 
dumb: to one, for example, "he put his fingers in his ears and spit it 
on his tongue, and looking at the sky he said Effata".113 However, 
her saliva had to be a real panacea, since put on the eyes instead 
healed the blind: sometimes alone,114 and others after having made 
mud "spitting on the ground". 115 

At least, these miracles have the good purpose of healing 
someone who is sick, albeit more in the suspicious way of healers 
than in the scientific way of doctors. Others, on the other hand, are 
useless displays for their own sake: for example, quelling a storm 
"scolding the winds and the sea", walking116o0onr the the water "like 


a ghost",117 or the transfiguration "the face as bright as the sun and 
the clothes as white as the light", so much so that "no laundress on 
earth could make them so white". 118 

Apart from this last expression, which in the age of television 
sounds more like an advertisement than a detergent than a 
description of a miracle, the transfiguration falls within the category 
of mythological tales: not surprisingly, the voice heard from heaven 
repeats exactly the same words already pronounced at the moment 
of Jesus' baptism, which as we have seen are actually a quotation 
from the Psalms and from the prophet Isaiah. The whole episode, 
however, is told as if it were a hypnotic hallucination: as soon as the 
disciples are touched and raise their eyes, in fact, the vision 
disappears and leaves no traces. 

Some of the miracles are simply a contradiction, like drying a fig 
just because "guilty" of not having unseasonable fruit, in a fit of 
anger caused by not having breakfast yet: 119 


One morning, as they were leaving Bethany, he was hungry. And 
having seen from a distance a fig tree that had leaves, he went to 
see if he ever found any fruit there; but when he reached it he found 
nothing but leaves. In fact, that was not the season for figs. And he 
said to him, "May no one ever eat your fruit again." And the disciples 
heard it. 


Or performing a twisted miracle to be able to cunningly pay taxes to 
the debt collectors: «Go1t200 the sea, throw the hook and catch the 
first fish that comes, open its mouth and you will find a silver coin. 
Take it and deliver it to them for me and for you ». The reason why 


someone capable of performing miracles could not, more simply and 
directly, materialize the necessary currency is evidently part of the 
mysteries of faith. 

Although it is not clear how much control Jesus had over his 
"powers", given that at least once these were extorted from him 
without his knowledge: 121 


A woman who had suffered from bleeding for twelve years, and 
which no one had been able to heal, came up behind him and 
touched the hem of his cloak and immediately the flow of blood 
stopped. Jesus said, "Who touched me?" While everyone denied it, 
Peter said: «Master, the crowd hugs you from every part and 
crushes you ». But Jesus said: «Someone has touched me. | felt that 
a force came out of me ». 


Of all miracles, of course, the most spectacular are the resurrections 
of the dead. Those of Jesus are not the first in the Bible: the primacy 
belongs to Elijah, who resurrected a child by lying on top of the 
corpse three times,122 followed by Elisha, who used something akin 
to mouth-to-mouth resuscitation.123 In the Gospels, however, three 
resurrections procured by Jesus are mentioned, which should be the 
most worthy miracles to be remembered: and instead, one is 
mentioned only by Luke,124 and another, the famous episode of 
Lazarus, only from John. 125 

Of the latter, we already know why: it is, in fact, nothing more 
than a metaphorical "sign" of the liberation of the Jewish people from 
Egypt. But, undeterred, the official CEI editioni26 declares: "John 
recounts with great care the greatest miracle of Jesus, prelude to the 


Passion", without asking himself why "the greatest miracle" is told 
only by the more literary and less historical Gospel (or, if you prefer, 
the most invented and less real) of the four. As for the "great cure", it 
can be deduced from the fact that the exposition begins by saying: 
"Mary was the one who anointed the Lord with perfumed oil and 
wiped his feet with her hair, and her brother Lazarus was sick" ,127 
referring in the past to an episode that will instead take place in the 
future, at a dinner at the home of "Lazarus, whom he had raised 
from the dead". 128 

However, in addition to not being the first, the resurrections 
performed by Jesus are not even the last in the Bible, since both 
Peter and Paul later carry out a couple of them.129 But theirs is 
certainly not an abuse of power, because it was Jesus himself who 
said to the apostles: "Heal the sick, raise the dead, heal the lepers, 
cast out demons", giving them for good measure "power over 
unclean spirits. ".130 And to announce more generally: 131 


These will be the signs that will accompany those who believe: in my 
name they will cast out demons, they will speak new tongues, they 
will take snakes in their hands and if they drink some poison, it will 
not harm them; they will lay their hands on the sick and they will 
heal. 


And it is thanks to a literal interpretation of this incitement that the 
Church continues today, in the midst of the technological era, to 
propagate the "signs", the "wonders", the "powers" and the 
"miracles" that correspond to the original Greek Semio , teras, 
dynamis and their collective Latin translation miraculum, as proofs of 


holiness and a privileged relationship with the divine. And to foment 
and sponsor a flourishing industry of the sacred prodigious, which 
differs from those equally flourishing of magic, the paranormal or the 
occult only in its self-proclaimed divinity, and from those equally 
widespread of Arab, Indian or Chinese religious miraculous only in 
its its self- declared uniqueness and truth. Even if you don't see what 
could be divine, unique or true in the madonnas that appear (from 
Lourdes to Fatima), sheets that impress (from Turin to Oviedo), friars 
who stigmatize (from Francis of Assisi to Padre Pio), statues that 
weep (from Carpi to Civitavecchia), and so on and so forth. What is 
prodigious, behind phenomena of this kind, there is only ignorance of 
their causes and credulity about their effects. A symptomatic 
example is provided by the famous miracle depicted in 1512 by 
Raphael in the Mass of Bolsena for the Room of Heliodorus in the 
Vatican: in 1263, while a priest who doubted the transubstantiation 
was saying mass in Bolsena, the host would have started to bleed, 
with a prodigy still remembered today on the feast of Corpus Domini, 
instituted the following year by Urban IV for the occasion. Well, in 
1823 Bartolomeo Brizio identified the Serratia Marcescens 
bacterium, which in periods of heat and in humid places produces a 
red and gelatinous pigment on bread, cakes and _ sweets, 
appropriately called prodigiosin, which the naive can mistake for 
blood. 

Naturally, the prodigies of the Magus Jesus and his imitators 
constitute the exoteric version of the Church's teaching, addressed 
to the boorish and credulous masses, just as the sayings of the 
Prophet Jesus and his exegetes constitute the complementary 
esoteric version, reserved for the most minorities. cultured and 
sophisticated: a division of labor that goes back at least to 
Pythagoras, and has subsequently become a model of preaching or 


teaching, as the case may be. And the Church obviously rides both 
to have "the chalice full and the perpetual drunk", as the Book of 
Proverbs would say. 


THE MESSIAH 


In addition to the Prophet and the Magician there is also a third 
evangelical Jesus, which corresponds to the well-known attributes of 
Christ or Messiah: two generic terms which in Greek and Hebrew 
simply mean "Anointed", but which have now become synonyms of 
his name. Literally, therefore, the Christians would be of the "Greasy" 
and the priests of the "Plagiarists”. 

Originally the Jews called the Messiah whoever was officially 
anointed in a function, be it as a prophet, priest or king. In the 
prophecies of the Old Testament the term then went on to indicate 
the new Moses that Yahweh would send to free the Chosen People 
from foreign domination, restore the kingdom of Israel and bring 
peace and justice: 

A shoot will sprout from the trunk of Jesse, a shoot will sprout 
from its roots. [...] On that day a road will be formed for the rest of 
the people of Yahweh who will survive from Assyria, just as there 
was a way for Israel when it left the land of Egypt. [...] Yahweh will 
gather the dispersed of Judah from the four corners of the earth. [...] 
The wisdom of Yahweh will fill the land as the waters cover the sea. 


From this passage from Isaiah, 132 that the official CEI edition 
defines a «grandiose e fundamental messianic oracle ”, it is clearly 
understood that the Messiah had to be a man destined to become 
the king of the Jews on this earth: by no means a god who should 


have saved all humanity for the afterlife. Of course, the reference to 
liberation from the Assyrian yoke was meant literally during the 
Babylonian exile, and metaphorically under Roman rule. 

As for the reference to Jesse, the First Book of Samuel 

133 he explains that David was “the son of Jesse of Bethlehem »: 
therefore, the Messiah was to descend from David as a person and 
from Bethlehem as a place. The myths of the birth of Jesus 
punctually establish both connections: in particular, Matthew134 and 
Luca135 they build genealogies of Joseph that date back to David 
and beyond. 

Now, these genealogies are the first of many New Testament 
absurdities. First of all, in fact, Jesus has been connected to David 
for 28 generations in Matthew and for 43 in Luke. 

Furthermore, the two genealogies literally have almost no name 
in common: already Jesus' grandfather is called Jacob in one and Eli 
in the other (the official CEI edition136 generously concedes that 
"the genealogies are partially [sic] different"). Finally, and above all, 
these are still the ancestors of Joseph, who according to the rest of 
the story was not the natural father of Jesus: therefore, they do not 
serve to establish any connection with David or anyone else (we are 
not talking about Abraham or Adam, a which even Matteo and Luca). 

Unless, of course, the genealogies are nothing more than 
vestiges prior to the addition of the virgin birth stories in the Gospels. 
The previous Letter toRomans,137 for example, it expressly says of 
Jesus that he was "born of the lineage of David according to the 
flesh". As for Luke, his genealogy is not placed at the beginning like 
that of Matthew, but after the myths of birth: it seems a second 
beginning, after which the story continues from the temptations of 
Jesus as in Mark, and perhaps as in the lost Gospel. accepted by 
Marcione. 


Whether it is successful or not, the attempt to link Jesus to David 
reveals in any case the will to consider him (also) as the Jewish 
Messiah, in the concrete and earthly sense we have said. And 
various evangelical clues confirm that he and his apostles were 
probably also considered (and, perhaps, considered themselves) as 
political agitators, as well (or more) than as prophets of wisdom or 
magicians of dexterity. 

For example, there is the epithet of Iscariot attributed to Judas: if 
it really indicates a hitman, it would show that in Jesus’ entourage 
there was at least one "terrorist". 

Although, of course, the character could have been invented ad 
hoc: it seems strange that there was a need for someone to point out 
to the guards a character known as Jesus, who less than a week 
earlier had entered the city acclaimed by the crowd. Unless the 
apostles constituted a real armed bodyguard who had to get around 
with cunning, unable to do it by force. 

And if the invention were late, the name and the character would 
simply indicate the stereotype of the "Jewish Assassin", even 
"Deicide". This is a stereotype that Christians have maintained for 
centuries, justifying it on the basis of the verse of Matthew: "His 
blood falls on us and on our children."138 It is a stereotype that John 
XXIll was the first to undermine, by imposing on Good Friday of 
1959 the abolition of the adjective in the oxymorical liturgical 
invocation "we pray for the perfidious Jews". But a stereotype that 
only the Second Vatican Council took steps to cancel, in the 
declaration Nostra Aetate ("In Our Time"),139 finally admitting: 

And if Jewish authorities with their followers worked for the death 
of Christ, nevertheless what was committed during his passion 
cannot be attributed either indiscriminately to all the Jews then living, 
nor to the Jews of our time. And if it is true that the Church is the 


new people of God [sic], the Jews, however, must not be presented 
as rejected by God, nor as cursed, as if this stemmed from Sacred 
Scripture. 

Returning to the apostles of Jesus, in addition to the iskariot 
Judas there was also the zealot S1i4m0 on: therefore, a member of 
a partisan or revolutionary group known for his armed resistance to 
the Roman occupation and his opposition to the payment of the tax. 
And despite the diplomatic pronouncement of Jesus on "giving to 
Caesar what belongs to Caesar", 141 the fact remains 

that he was however accused precisely of inciting not to pay 
taxes: "We found this man who stirred up our people and prevented 
us from giving taxes to Caesar." 142 

Two other apostles, James and John, are more generically called 
Boanerghes, "Sons of Thunder" or "Fiery".143 And not without 
reason, given that one day, when a village of Samaritans refuses to 
receive Jesus, the two ask him: "Do you want us to invoke a fire from 
heaven to consume them?"144 This will also be a learned quote of a 
similar behavior of Elijah, 145 but it means concretely: "Do you want 
us to put the village on fire?" Finally, Peter himself is called "Bariona" 
by Jesus,146 which in Aramaic meant "partisan" or "fugitive": which 
may also suggest that Simon Peter and Simon the Zealot were the 
same person, although the original Greek barion simply means 
"heavy", and fits well with the meaning of " Rocky »which has 
precisely« Pietro ». 

Naturally, the attributes of the names of the apostles can be 
imaginatively reinterpreted one by one, to avoid any possible political 
significance: for example, climbing the mirrors to read "Iscariot" as 
"by Keriot", "Zelot" as "Zealous" and " Bariona »as« son of Jonah ». 
It is more difficult to make the weapons that emerge in the Gospel 
account of the passion disappear, and which certainly were not even 


then a fisherman's tools. For example, during the Last Supper Jesus 
orders (metaphorically?) That "Whoever does not have a sword 
should buy one", and the apostles immediately proudly show him 
two ready-made ones. 147 

Shortly after, during the arrest in Gethsemane, the disciples ask if 
they should "strike with the sword" and Peter himself cuts off the ear 
of the High Priest's servant1:48surprisingly, without raising any 
reaction from the guards, perhaps because the swords in equipment 
were well over two. 

Shortly before, however, there was the famous episode of the 
expulsion of the merchants from the temple, which presents an 
angry and violent Jesus. In the synoptics he drives out "all those he 
finds to buy and sell" and overturns tables and chairs,149 while in 
John he whips people, "hunts sheep and oxen and throws money on 
the ground".150 Thinking that Jesus succeeded in such a feat only 
against everyone, moreover being able to act undisturbed in the 
most sacred and garrisoned place of the capital, is romantic but 
naive: probably, it was a "hit and run" action by a commando armed, 
precisely in the style of the zealots. 

Unless it is one of the usual metaphorical inventions to allow 
Jesus and the apostles to quote the Scriptures. To the first, in 
particular, Jeremiah:151 "Is it perhaps a den of thieves in your eyes, 
this temple that takes its name from me?" And to the second, Psalm 
68: "Since the zeal for yo1u52r house devours me, the outrages of 
those who insult you fall upon me." Be that as it may, that Jesus' 
supposed wonders were taken as electoral propaganda by his 
followers is shown by the fact that those for whom he had multiplied 
loaves and fish "were about to come and get him to make him 
king."153 As for the apostles, Peter, who asked him expressly what 
they would get in exchange for having left everything to follow him, 


he himself had promised: "When the Son of Man is seated on the 
throne of his glory, you too will sit on twelve thrones to judge the 
twelve tribes of Israel ”. 154 

That Jesus was then perceived as a threat to public order is 
explicit in the accusations that are made to him during the trial, 
among which there is expressly that of having declared the Messiah. 
The answer of Jesus to the relative question of the Supreme Priest is 
formally different in each Synoptic Gospel: «You said it "in Matthew, 
155" | am "in Mark, 156" You say so themselves »in Luke. 157 But 
the answer to Pilate's question, if he were the king of the Jews, it is 
always literally the same: «You said it».158 

Not surprisingly, when a sign was placed on the cross with the 
motivation of the condemnation, it said precisely: "The king of the 
Jews" (in four different versions, in the four Gospels 159). A sign 
disputed by the high priests, who complained to its author Pilate 
saying: "Do not write: the king of the Jews, but that he said: | am the 
king of the Jews". But a sign that he refused to change, replying: 
"What | have written, | have written." 160 


[5 ] 
CHRISTIANITY 


AFTER THE GOSPELS, the last biblical stations of our via crucis are 
the books that narrate the works and thoughts of the apostles: 
precisely, the Acts of Luke and the twenty-one canonical letters of 
various authors, in particular the fourteen attributed (for one half 
incorrectly) to Paul of Tarsus. 


THE RISEN ONE 


For Christians, faith in Jesus is essentially based on his resurrection: 
as Paul says in the First letter to Corinthians,1 in fact, "if Christ has 
not risen, then our preaching is in vain and your faith is in vain", and 
"if we have had hope in Christ only in this life, we are to be pitied 
more than all men". And the Catechism2 he echoes him: "The 
resurrection of Jesus is the culminating truth of our faith in Christ". 
Now, in the original version of the most ancient canonical Gospel, 
that is, in Mark, the resurrection ... is not there! Simply, the story 
says that three pious women went to the tomb early on Sunday 
morning and "saw a young man sitting on the right, dressed in a 
white robe, and they were afraid." The young man told them that 
Jesus had risen and they "ran away from the tomb because they 


were full of fear and fear, and they said nothing to anyone because 
they were afraid". 3 

According to the same official CEI edition 4 the next twelve 
verses, which tell hastily the apparitions of the risen man and his 
taking into heaven, "are a supplement added later" (of which there 
are even at least nine versions): which, translated, means that the 
only "fact" that was originally reported was that the tomb was empty. 
Granted, of course, that he had not always been, because when 
Joseph of Arimathea went to ask to be able to take away the body of 
Jesus, "Pilate marveled that he was already dead", the only 
confirmation came from a suspicious 5 witness: that is, from a 
centurion who, having just converted, served as the fifth Christian 
column in the Roman prefecture. 6 

As for the interpretation that people gave of the fact that the tomb 
was empty, as well as the interpretation that Christians gave of this 
interpretation, they are both reported by Matthew: 7 

Some of the guard came into town and told the high priests what 
had happened. They then met with the elders and resolved to give a 
good sum of money to the soldiers saying: 

«Declare: his disciples came in the night and stole it while we 
slept. And if it ever comes to the governor's ear, we will persuade 
him and free you from any boredom ». Those, having taken the 
money, did according to the instructions received. Thus this rumor 
has spread among the Jews to this day. 

In other words, people thought that if a tomb was empty, 
someone must have taken the body away. 

A voice confirmed by the martyr Justin in the Dialogue with 
Tryphon,8 which specifies that the Jews thought that Jesus' 
crucifixion was the just execution of a cheater, and his resurrection 
an invention of his disciples after the stealing of his body. 


The Christians believed instead that this obvious and sensible 
interpretation must necessarily be the result of a work of hired 
disinformation: as if normally the corpses would rise and leave their 
tomb alone, and if anything, it would not take a work of factual and 
detailed information to convince someone about it. And instead, on 
this event not only extraordinary, but crucial for Christianity, the 
evangelical information is extremely imaginative and confused. 

First of all, Jesus had in fact announced that "as Jonah remained 
three days and three nights in the belly of the fish, so the Son of man 
will remain three days and three nights in the heart of the earth". 
instead the 9 AND Gospel accounts are in agreement in saying that 
he died on Friday and was resurrected on Sunday: therefore, he 
remained in the tomb only a whole day and two nights. Evidently, it is 
easier to perform miracles and to be resurrected than to be able to 
count correctly. 

Furthermore, there are no eyewitnesses of the resurrection in the 
Gospels, nor are there historical accounts of the "great earthquake" 
which according to Matthew10 he would have accompanied the 
Opening of the tomb: among other things, in his story the three 
women of Mark become two, who instead of running away in fear 
and without saying anything to anyone "ran with great joy to give the 
announcement to the disciples". In Lucait their number has grown 
indefinitely, but certainly equal to at least five (three identified by 
name, plus "others" in the plural), and the angel has also doubled. To 
add to the confusion, Giovannii2 he says instead that the woman 
was alone, and that then she ran to call Peter and "the disciple 
whom Jesus loved": that is, modestly, he himself, who being younger 
ran even faster, and therefore arrived before the other at the tomb. 


Concerning the apparitions of the Risen One, the confusion is, if 
possible, even greater. For Matthew it13 Yes deals with only one: to 
the two women and to the apostles, all in a group. ForLuca14 of two: 
to two apostles "on their way to a village", who do not even 
recognize him, and then to all eleven. For 

Marco 15 of three: to one of the three women, then to two 
followers "while they were on their way to the countryside", and then 
to the apostles in a group. ForJohn16 of four: to one of the women 
near the sepulcher, and three times to the apostles, who do not 
recognize him in the last, although they had already seen him twice 
and "touched them". For theActs17 of an unspecified number of 
apparitions to the apostles, "for forty days”. 

And it is again Paul who gives a further version of the facts, 
saying in the First letter to Corinthians18 that Jesus appeared in 
succession to Peter, to the twelve apostles (perhaps Judas was also 
risen?), to more than five hundred faithful at one time, to James, 
again to the apostles, and finally even to himself: evidently, Jonn was 
not the only egotist of the company. 

It goes without saying that, on the basis of such testimony, no 
trial would go far: that Christianity went there is proof that it is 
evidently not on what it is based. Even if the Catechism 19 declares 
that, "in addition to the essential sign constituted by the empty tomb", 
which contemporaries did not consider such at all, "the apostles 
were unable to invent the resurrection, since this seemed impossible 
to them": an argument that springs from which it derives, at the same 
time , that then science fiction stories and fantastic fairy tales must 
appear possible to the writers who invent them! Of course, if we want 
to talk seriously about the resurrection of Jesus, we should 
understand what it actually means. Unfortunately in_ this 
theCatechism20 it is of little help, because itself takes on the tones 


of Fantasy and paradoxically declares that "the resurrection was not 
a return to earthly life". More precisely: 

The resurrected body is the one that was crucified and bears the 
signs of the Passion, but is now a participant in the divine life with 
the properties of the glorious body. For this reason, the risen Jesus 
is sovereignly free to appear to his disciples as and where he wants 
and under different aspects. 


But "returning to earthly life" is precisely what the resurrection means 
not only in the dictionary, but also in the previous biblical stories 
mentioned above! If the definition changes now, it is evidently 
because one thing is to resurrect someone from the outside, and 
another to resurrect oneself from within: also because, if one is truly 
dead, it is not clear who would be the author of the prodigy. And 
indeed theCatechism21 he continues to get bogged down in his own 
quicksand, saying that the whole Trinity was involved in a 
transcendent way, in a work in which "the Father manifests his 
power, the Son 'takes up'22 the life he freely offered by bringing his 
soul and body together, which the Spirit vivifies and glorifies ”. 

This is what happens when we pretend to read literally and 
historically what is literary and metaphorical, and which in any case 
belongs to the mythology of many cultures. In the Jewish one, for 
example, there had already been Elijah's ascension to heaven in a 
whirlwind, on a chariot of fire: among other things, without even 
having to die.23 In the Egyptian one, the resurrection of Osiris after 
his assassination and the dismemberment of his body by Seth, and 
its reconstruction by Isis. In the Greek one, the analogous events of 
Dionysus, which Herodotus and Plutarch identified with Osiris. And 
still today, in the culture of voodoo we speak of the dead resurrected 


by supernatural means: if Jesus had risen in Haiti, he would be 
nothing more than a literal zombie. 


The Holy Spirit 

After the first act of the resurrection and the second of the 
apparitions, the supernatural trilogy of the Risen Jesus concludes 
with the last act of his ascension into heaven motu proprio: another 
crucial episode which, apart from a mention in Mark's false 
supplement, is told only in Luca24 and in Actsyou .25 That is, by a 
single person (Luke), who was not an eyewitness and was primed by 
another (Paul) who was not even him, but who we have already 
identified as the inventor of the entire post mortem story of Jesus 
Although the only author of the two testimonies, Luke nevertheless 
manages to contradict himself: he places the ascension on the same 
day of the resurrection in his Gospel,26 but forty days later in the 
Acts. 27 

In the latter, 28 the bottom up ascent of the Son immediately 
follows a symmetrical top down descent of the Holy Spirit: 

Suddenly a roar came from heaven, as of a strong wind blowing, 
and it filled the whole house where they were. Tongues as if of fire 
appeared to them, dividing and resting on each of them; and they 
were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak in other 
tongues as the Spirit gave them the power to express themselves. 

Before moving on to analyze the cause, namely the "Holy Spirit", 
it is worth dwelling for a moment on its amazing effects, which also in 
the following29 they will be identified with the glossolalia, "speaking 
languages". Which, as always in these things, could simply be 
presented as a metaphorical reunion of the languages that had been 
equally metaphorically divided in the post-Flood episode of the 


Tower of Babel, inspired by Jews deported from a turreted Babylon 
of zigurat and polyglot.30 Instead, it is described as a literal 
acquisition of language skills: 31 

The crowd gathered and were amazed because each heard them 
speak their own language. They were amazed and out of themselves 
with astonishment they said: "[...] We are Parthians, Medes, Elamites 
and inhabitants of Mesopotamia, Judea, Cappadocia, Pontus and 
Asia, Phrygia and Pamphylia, Egypt and parts of Libya near Cyrene, 
foreigners from Rome. Jews and proselytes, Cretans and Arabs and 
we hear them proclaim the great works of God in our languages ». 

Not everyone, of course, allowed themselves to be duped. 
According to the same Acts, 32 in fact, «others 

instead they laughed at them and said: They got drunk on wine », 
and poor Pietro found nothing better than to retort pathetically:« 
These men are not as drunk as you suspect, being just nine in the 
morning »! 

In the First letter to Corinthians33 Paul admits, however, that 
"whoever speaks with the gift of tongues does not speak to men, but 
to God, since no one understands, while he says mysterious things 
by inspiration [...] Therefore, whoever speaks with the gift of tongues 
should pray to to be able to interpret them. In fact, when | pray with 
the gift of tongues, my spirit prays, but my intelligence remains 
fruitless ». 

Today the phenomenon of glossolalia is well known and 
understood: that is, it is a meaningless emission of sounds that 
resembles a real language, made consciously or unconsciously. An 
example of conscious use is the gramelot of medieval jesters, taken 
up today by Dario Fo: a language based on invented onomatopoeic 
sounds that recall the sounds of one or more languages or dialects 


that really exist, and which combined with mimicry allows a 
rudimentary and emotional universal communication. 

An unconscious use is instead normal in children who are 
learning to speak, and abnormal in adults with communication 
problems, from schizophrenics to mystics. The official CEI edition 34 
seems to lean towards this second interpretation, saying about the 
phenomenon that "it could also be an ecstatic language": for the 
bishops, their successors, the apostles would therefore have been 
more in good faith than in bad faith, that is, more schizophrenics 
than jesters. 


Contrary to the prophecy made by Paul in the First letter to 
Corinthians, 35 that «the gift of languages will cease ", it continues to 
this day: especially in the Pentecostal Churches which, obviously, 
take their name from the feast of Pentecost," Fiftieth ", celebrated by 
the Jews on the fiftieth day after Easter at the end of the seven 
weeks of wheat harvest , during which the Acts36 they symbolically 
situate the descent of the Holy Spirit on the apostles. 


In fact, the Pentecostals believe that conversion and salvation take 
place through adult baptism, and that it must be followed by the gift 
of glossolalia, as per the New Testament script. And since there is 
room for every possible recitation on evangelical themes, Christians 

Charismatics agree on the first part, but not on the second: that 
is, conversion and salvation yes, but glossolalia no. 

Incidentally, the Pentecostals are not to be confused with the 
Baptists. Even the latter, as the name implies, assign a pre-eminent 
role to baptism, but in their case it is a rite that certifies a conversion 


that has already taken place, rather than to be provoked. It is 
administered by immersion ("baptism" derives precisely from 
baptizein, "to immerse") after reaching the age of reason, and 
follows the profession of faith (credobaptism): a kind of combination 
of the two rites of infant baptismal infusion (oedobatthesus) and the 
confirmation of adolescents, adopted by Catholics. 

Furthermore, and as far as these things may have meaning, in 
the case of Catholics and Baptists, as well as various other sects, we 
speak of Trinitarian Baptism, triple administered "in the name of the 
Father, of the Son and of the Holy Spirit" according to a formula 
found only once in the New Testament, in Matthew.37 For the 
Pentecostals we speak instead of Unitarian Baptism, administered 
only "in the name of Jesus", according to the formula repeated 
several times in the Proceedings:38 it is precisely to this baptism that 
Peter refers in his first public discourse, after Pentecost, when he 
says that after it one will receive "the gift of the Holy Spirit". But we 
come, therefore, to the latter: 39 which, by the very nature of the 
noun that defines it, is very evanescent and impalpable. The index of 
the official CE! edition of the Bible, under the heading "Holy Spirit", 
makes half a dozen unlikely references to the Old Testament: the 
first of them even at the beginning ofGenesis,40 according to which 
in the beginning "the spirit of Elohim hovered over the waters". 


Now, the Hebrew term used for "spirit" is ruach: a noun that appears 
about 400 times in the Old Testament, with the interchangeable 
meanings of "spirit", "wind", "breath" and "breath". What hovered 
over the water was therefore nothing more than the wind or the air, 
both called anemos in Greek: a term from which our "soul" is 
derived, but whose original meaning has remained in the word 


anemometer, "meter of the wind », or in the expression« core of a 
tire »for the inner tube of a tire. 

In Latin animus was synonymous with spiritus, and indicated 
breathing: this meaning too has been preserved in animal, 
understood as being "animated", that is, one who breathes. In 
Sanskrit the two movements of inhalation and exhalation of which 
respiration is composed are called brahman and atman, and also 
indicate the breath and expansion the first, and the breath and 
contraction the second. In Greek, the two corresponding terms were 
pneuma and psyche, and they both merged into the Latin spiritus. 

In short, the soul is nothing more than a hypostatization of the 
breath: not surprisingly, to divinely infuse life Jahvé simply blows his 
breath into Adam's nostrils,41 in a kind of animation (in fact) mouth 
to mouth. Similarly, the Holy Spirit is nothing more than a 
hypostatization of wind or air, that is, of a typical invisible cause that 
produces visible effects: again not by chance, and as we have 
already seen, his Pentecostal descent is described like a "wind that 
blows mightily" accompanied by "a roar from heaven", that is, a 
thunder like in thunderstorms or storms, and Jesus himself says that 
"the wind blows where it wants and you hear its voice, but you don't 
know where he comes from and where he goes: so it is with whoever 
is born of the Spirit ». 42 

Speaking of theological linguistics, or linguistic theology, it is 
interesting to note that in the passage from the Hebrew ruach to the 
Greek pneuma and the Latin spiritus there is a double change 
gender: from feminine to neutral to masculine. For linguists, that is 
the end of it. For theologians, on the other hand, one of the usual 
metaphysical diatribes begins from there: in this case, on the genre 
of the Holy Spirit. And of course there are those who, like the Davidic 
Seventh-day Adventists, believe that it must be feminine as in the 


original Hebrew: a return, this, to the ancient Eastern usage of 
calling the Holy Ghost: “Hagia Sophia’, i.e. "Santa Sapienza", as in 
the Byzantine basilica of the same name inaugurated in 537 by the 
Emperor Justinian in Constantinople, or in the church of the same 
name in which the Second Council of Nicaea was held in 787. Once 
hypostatized, in the male or female either, the Holy Spirit undergoes 
a slow and progressive elaboration in the New Testament, starting 
from the first vague hints sketched by Paul. For example, in Letter 
toRomans.43 "God's love has been poured into our hearts through 
the Holy Spirit who has been given to us", "all who are led by the 
Spirit of God are children of God", and "the Spirit himself insistently 
intercedes for us , with inexpressible groans ». Or in the Letter to the 
Ephesians: 

44 "You have received the seal of the Holy Spirit that was 
promised, which is the pledge of our inheritance." 

Subsequently, the myths of the birth of Jesus entrust the virginal 
conception of the unborn child to the Holy Spirit. According 
toMatteo,45 in fact, Mary "found herself pregnant by the work of the 
Holy Spirit", and Joseph dreamed that he did not have to worry 
"because what is generated in her comes from the Holy Spirit". 

According to Luca,46 instead, it is to Mary that an angel said: 
"The Holy Spirit will come upon you." 


In the account of the baptism of Jesus, the symbolism is introduced 
that, more than the tongues of fire of Pentecost and the laying on of 
the hands of the apostles,47 will later be associated with the Holy 
Spirit: the descent of a dove from the torn sky,48 represented with a 
lot of clouds, rays and an outline of angels by Bernini in the complex 


of the Chair of St. Peter, located at the end of the central nave of the 
Vatican basilica. 

Apart from these interventions relating to the Madonna and 
Jesus, in the Gospels the Holy Spirit is only announced: in particular 
in John,49 where Jesus presents him as a Paraclete, which literally 
means "Advocate" (from para, «Near», and kaleo, «lI call»), and 
metaphorically «Intercessor» or «Comforter». He defines him as the 
"Spirit of truth who proceeds from the Father" and promises that he 
will pray to the Father to send him after him. Today these literary 
expressions naturally no longer make us hot or cold, but in the first 
centuries of the Common Era they overheated the souls of 
Christians and caused a schism between the Churches of the West 
and the East. 


The Creed promulgated in 325 by the First Council of Nicaea, in fact, 
ended simply by saying: "I believe in the Holy Spirit." The Creed 
modified in 381 by the First Council of Constantinople brought, 
among other things, the addition that the Holy Spirit "proceeds from 
the Father, and with the Father and the Son is adored and glorified”: 
this version is still used today by the Orthodox ( Greeks and 
Russians) and Eastern Catholics (Copts, Maronites, Chaldeans, 
Romanians, Armenians, Ukrainians and so on). 


In 431 the Council of Ephesus established that the Creed of 
Constantinople was complete and not further modifiable, but in 447 
the Synod of Toledo retouched it at the suggestion of Pope Leo |, 
deciding that the Holy Spirit "proceeds from the Father and the Son": 
| ‘addition in Latin sounded Filioque and was originally introduced to 


counter a resurgence of Arianism, which considered the Son to be 
inferior to the Father (in particular, only human and not divine). In 
809 the Council of Aachen and Pope Leo III forbade it, but it was 
adopted in 1014 by Pope Benedict VIII for the coronation of Emperor 
Henry Il. In 1054 Pope Leo |X and Patriarch Michael | 
excommunicated each other in this regard, starting the schism. 

Despite top-down reconciliations in 1274 and 1439, on the 
occasion of the Second Council of Lyon and the Council of Basel, 
immediately disavowed by the base, the Churches of the West 
(Roman Catholics and Protestants) and of the East (Orthodox and 
Eastern Catholics) continue to be separated even today. Ironically, 
each professes herself "the Church a catholic and apostolic saint", 
as their creeds agree, and continues to hold the other schismatic, 
although their respective excommunications were lifted in 1965 by 
Pope Paul VI and Patriarch Athenagoras | . 


On 6 August 2000, then, in an evident attempt to overcome a 
problem now considered anachronistic even by the Vatican, the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith published an official 
Declaration signed by the then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger and 
entitled Dominus lesus ("The Lord Jesus»), Which reported the Latin 
text of the Creed which lacked the clause of the Filioque, removed 
as if nothing had happened and without any comments whatsoever. 
That is, to paraphrase the Thomas S. Eliot of The HollowMen ("The 
empty men"), this is how empty theology ends: not with a bang, but 
with a silence. 

Proceeding ex Filioque or not (of course, not in the facts of 
reality, but in the fantasies of invention), the Holy Spirit has in any 
case become over time a literal panacea, "universal cure" (from pan, 


"everything", and akos , "Cure"), that is, a dematerialized version of 
the homonymous Greek goddess of healing. In fact, an unspecified 
number of charisms, 50 which today sound so crazy that even the 
official CEI edition says that "it is not easy to characterize them 
individually": 

Each one is given a particular manifestation of the Spirit for the 
common good. One is granted the language of wisdom by the Spirit. 
To another instead, through the same Spirit, the language of science. 
To one faith through the same Spirit. To another the gift of healing 
through the one Spirit. To one the power of miracles. To another the 
gift of prophecy. To another the gift of distinguishing spirits. To 
another the variety of languages. To another, finally, the 
interpretation of languages. 

More soberly, the Catechism 51 associates seven gifts to the 
Holy Spirit (wisdom, intellect, advice, fortitude, science, piety and 
fear of God) and twelve fruits (love, joy, peace, patience, long- 
suffering, goodness, benevolence, meekness, fidelity, modesty, 
continence and, as was to be wagered, chastity): the former are 
borrowed from /saiah,52 who assigns six to the Messiah, and the 
second from the Letter to Galatians,53 which describes nine as 
opposed to the works of the flesh. 

Now, one can perfectly understand Paul in a metaphorical way, 
when he says: "The flesh has desires contrary to the Spirit, and the 
Spirit has desires contrary to the flesh, and these things oppose 
each other."54 And when he continues by declaring that "the works 
of the flesh are well known: fornication, uncleanness, libertinism, 
idolatry, witchcraft, enmities, discord, jealousy, dissensions, 
divisions, factions, envy, drunkenness, orgies and the like". 55 

But from metaphorically contrasting the works of the spirit with 
those of the flesh, as Jesus had already done with his famous maxim 


"the spirit is strong but the flesh is weak",56 to capitalize and assign 
the literal nature of the "third person" to the Spirit of the Holy Trinity ", 
declaring that it" edifies, animates and sanctifies the Church ", as 
does the Catechism,57 of course it runs a lot. 

And indeed, not everyone can keep up with this forward flight. 
The Unitarians, for example, who, as their name implies, recognize 
only one God, identified with the Father or with the Creator. Or the 
Mormons, who view the Holy Spirit as a pure spirit, in accordance 
with the letter of the Gospel account of Jesus’ baptism. Or Jehovah's 
Witnesses, who view him not as a person, but as an invisible active 
force that God employs to carry out his purposes. 


And the latter are probably right, given that when the eleven apostles 
decide to fill the post vacated by the twelfth, suicidal (by the way, by 
hanging according to Matteo,58 and by rupture of the bowels 
according to Acts59), they simply rely on drawing lots to know the 
Lord's choice:60 that is, even random phenomena are interpreted 
causally by the Bible, with the simple trick of saying that everything 
that happens, randomly or not, is actually caused by God. 

This practice of divinely attributing to the Holy Spirit the 
responsibility for "human, all too human" choices, then systematically 
adopted by the Church to validate its most varied decisions, from the 
election of the pope to the doctrinal pronouncements, is nothing but 
a version of the "spirituality dogs "mentioned by Charles Darwin 
inOrigin of man: 61 

The tendency in savages to imagine that natural objects and 
events are animated by living spiritual essences, is perhaps 
illustrated by a small fact that | have noticed: my dog, a well- 
developed and very sensitive animal, was lying on a sultry and calm 


day on meadow, but a short distance away a light breeze 
occasionally waved an open parasol, which the dog would have 
completely ignored had anyone been near. Instead, whenever the 
parasol flipped lightly, the dog growled fiercely and barked. He must, 
| believe, reason, automatically and unconsciously, that a movement 
without apparent cause indicated the presence of some strange 
living agent. 

And it is precisely to try to avoid at least the linguistic assonance 
with spiritualism that the English translation of the King James Bible, 
which from 1611 assigned the name of Holy Ghost to the Holy Spirit, 
"Holy Ghost", was updated in the twentieth century at most neutral 
Holy Spirit. But as fundamentalists continue to use the old 
expression, the 2005 edition of the Norfolk Concordat Syllabus urges 
school teachers to "not use the expression Holy Ghost, which 
suggests a trivial and sinister connotation of the third person of the 
Trinity" ( and, for good measure, also "not to use expressions such 
as 'the body of Jesus' or 'the blood of Jesus’ for the Eucharist, which 
suggest a cannibalistic consumption of human flesh"). 


THE APOSTLE OF THE HEBREWS 


Like any good (tele) story, Christianity could not have reached the hit 
parade 

of religions only thanks to its protagonists, namely the Trinity 
(Father, Son and Holy Spirit) and the Holy Family (Jesus, Joseph 
and Mary). To become a Catholic, that is literally from "world vision", 
a drama also requires excellent screenwriters who know stage it and 
excellent storytellers who know how to tell it: tasks, these, which in 
Christianity were assumed by the "most holy" Simon and Saul, aka 
Peter and Paul. Simone means "Listener" (from the Hebrew shama, 


"to listen"), and Pietro means "Rocky" (from the Greek petra, "rock", 
and petros, "stone"): two names that seem to have been chosen on 
purpose to illustrate the two stories crucial to the life of the first 
apostle. The first is his co-option among the followers of Jesus: 62 


As he walked along the Sea of Galilee he saw two brothers, Simon, 
called Peter, and Andrew his brother, who were casting the net into 
the sea, because they were fishermen. And he said to them, "Follow 
me, | will make you fishers of men." And they immediately left their 
nets and followed him. 


Told in this way, the episode of two fishermen who bite the hook of 
the first who passes and offers them an upgrade from fish to men is 
so ridiculous that the official CEI edition is quick to specify: "Matteo 
schematizes the story of the vocations of the apostles », even if 
Mark63 schematize in the exact same way. Luca,64 instead, he tells 
it by saying that after getting into the unknown Simon's boat to 
preach, Jesus repaid him by making him take a miraculous catch: a 
subject to which, of course, a fisherman would have been sensitive. 
This time the comment of the official CEI edition is that "Luke is the 
only one to report this fact, of which Peter, head of the apostles, is a 
significant protagonist", thus admitting that the story is suspiciously 
related only by a third-hand witness. 

John,65 instead, he hints that he was a first-hand witness when 
he narrates: 

One of the two who heard John's words and followed Jesus was 
Andrew, Simon Peter's brother. He first met his brother Simon and 
said to him: «We have found the Messiah», and led him to Jesus. 


Jesus, fixing his gaze on him, said: «You are Simon, the son of John; 
you will be called Cefa ». 

The official CEI edition specifies that "the other disciple was the 
evangelist himself". And John must have been gravely sick of 
protagonism, if in addition to presenting himself in his Gospel as the 
beloved disciple of Jesus, he also claims to have been the first to 
have accepted his call, and the first to have arrived at his empty 
tomb: precisely preceding in both cases, and without anyone else 
noticing, the rocky Simone. 

About which, the Gospels agree that he had his nickname Peter 
even before he met Jesus: including John, even if he immediately 
had him renamed Cephas, which is none other than the Aramaic 
translation of Peter. And just as "Simon" refers to the listening he 
gave to Jesus from the very beginning, so "Peter" allows the famous 
play on words reported by Matthew: 66 


He said to them, "Who do you say | am?" Simon Peter answered, 
"You are the Christ, the Son of the living God." And Jesus: «Blessed 
are you, Simone Bariona, because neither flesh nor blood have 
revealed it to you, but my Father who is in heaven. And | tell you: 
you are Peter, and on this rock | will build my Church and the gates 
of the Underworld will not prevail over it. | will give you the keys of 
the Kingdom of Heaven, and everything you bind on earth will be 
bound in heaven, and everything you loose on earth will be loosed in 
heaven. " 

This passage is considered by the Church to be the official act of 
its own foundation on the one hand, and the official investiture of 
Peter as its head on the other, but it is a foundation more on 
quicksand than on rock. First of all, in fact, and as even the official 


CEI edition admits, the term "church" appears in the Gospels only in 
this passage and in another shortly after, 67 in which, however, it has 
only a generic meaning of "assembly", and is thus translated. 
Furthermore, the retort of Jesus and the play on words "Peter-stone" 
(in the original Greek petros-petra, "stone rock") are not found in any 
other Gospel, although in the other two synoptics there is the 
previous exchange of words between Jesus and Peter.68 Finally, the 
matter of "binding and untying", reported precisely by Matthew alone, 
was shortly afterwards extended by him to all the apostles, and the 
power of intercession with God even to every community of "two or 
three gathered in my name", effectively abolishing every privileged 
position 69 both of the Church and of Peter. 

As if that were not enough, and this time not only in Matteo7Q but 
also in Marco, 71 immediately after the preceding passage, Peter 
rebels against the idea that Jesus can be killed, and the latter turns 
against him, inveighing: «Get behind me, Satan! You are a scandal 
to me, because you do not think according to God, but according to 
men! " Another beautiful investiture this, no doubt about it, in which 
the first pope is compared to the Devil directly by the Principal ... 
Now, devil is perhaps excessive, but that Peter was a little guy 
certainly cannot be denied. We have already seen that it was he who 
cut off the ear of the High Priest's servant with the sword. Just as it 
was he who denied Jesus three times before the rooster crowed,/72 
as had been predicted to his great scandal at the Last Supper.73 
And it was always he who made the two spouses Ananias and 
Sapphira fall to death, guilty of not having paid the entire proceeds 
from the sale of one of their farms to the community, so that "a great 
fear spread throughout the Church and in those who came to know 
these things ". 74 


An edifying episode, the latter, about which the official CEI edition 
only has to say that "for the first time the Christian community is 
called the Church". And not, instead, that it reveals how from the 
very beginning that "community called the Church" had begun to 
forcibly confiscate the goods of Christians, inaugurating a business 
whose modalities were that "those who owned fields or houses sold 
them, brought the amount of what had been sold, and they laid it at 
the feet of the apostles ». 75 

And so, drop by drop, or rather, field to field and home to home, 
in two thousand years the Church has been able to accumulate an 
immense patrimony, which in the past was administered by the so- 
called Obolo di San Pietro, and today it is instead administered by 
the pious Institute. for Works of Religion (IOR). Between 1971 and 
1989 its president was the able and ineffable Archbishop Paul 
Marcinkus, known for having declared that "the Church cannot be 
governed with Hail Marys"76 and for inspiring Francis Coppola's film 
The Godfather Ill. Under his direction the bank became known for 
laundering the dirty money of Catholic industrialists, orchestrated by 
devoted financial advisors such as Roberto Calvi and Michele 
Sindona, who died murdered in 1982 and 1986. 

In 1978 the new Pope John Paul | decided to clean up the 
"bankers of God", but died suddenly a month after his election. 
Although Marcinkus was even suspected of his murder, as well as of 
business with the mafia and freemasonry, and in particular with the 
neo-fascist P2 lodge of Licio Gelli to which both Calvi and Sindona 
belonged, John Paul II still left him in his place. then, but also in the 
seven years following his indictment in 1982 for the three and a half 
billion dollar bankruptcy of Banco Ambrosiano chaired by Calvi, of 
which the IOR was the largest shareholder. 


The Vatican pharisaically tore its clothes, but was forced to pay $ 
241 million in compensation to creditors. And Calvi's son later 
published a letter77 written by the corrupt father to the Holy Father 
two weeks before his assassination, in which he complained: 


Your Holiness, it was | who took on the heavy burden of the errors as 
well as the faults committed by the current and _ previous 
representatives of the IOR, including the misdeeds of Sindona. [...] It 
was | who, on specific orders from your authoritative representatives, 
arranged substantial funding for many countries and politico-religious 
associations in the East and West. [...] It was | throughout Central 
America who coordinated the creation of numerous banking entities, 
especially in order to counter the penetration and expansion of pro- 
Marxist ideologies. And it is I, finally, who today am being betrayed 
and abandoned. 


The allusion to the "political-religious associations of East and West" 
is, in particular, to Solidarnosé in Poland and to the Contras in 
Nicaragua: the "fall of Communism" was aided, in fact, not by 
hypothetical celestial interventions of the Our Lady of Fatima, but 
from real earthly funding from Pope Wojtyla and President Reagan, 
and the Vatican bank was especially accused of handling the secret 
funds uncovered by the Iran-Contras scandal. 

Another scandal hit the IOR in 1997, when a 1946 US Treasury 
Department report was made public, later confirmed by a 1998 State 
Department report, which revealed that at the end of World War Il 
the Croatian Nazis had deposited a treasure in the Vatican bank: this 


time the Holy See limited itself to denying it, however denying 
permission to view its archives in this regard. 

Finally, in 1999 (at least for now), the IOR was sued in court in 
San Francisco, along with other Catholic banks and religious 
associations, by an organization representing 300,000 victims, in 
addition to the survivors, of the Yugoslav concentration camps set up 
by the clerical- fascist Ustasha controlled by the Catholic hierarchies. 
In addition to the accusations of genocide for various priests, there 
are for the IOR those of managing the spoils of war and financing 
networks such as the infamous Odessa (Organization Der 
Ehemaligen SS-Angehorigen, «Organization of former SS 
members»), who helped Nazi criminals such as Adolf Eichmann, 
Joseph Mengele and Erich Priebke to flee to South America. 

If a good day starts in the morning, it was therefore excellent 
what had been seen in the first financial scandal of the Church, 
complete with double murder (perhaps a prophetic reference to the 
deaths of Calvi and Sindona?), Which led us to the digression on the 
lIOR . To return to the murderer, namely Peter, theActs78 also 
narrate with great emphasis his first miracle: the healing of a cripple, 
which is perceived as so surprising as to make "the people out of 
themselves", convert five thousand men, summon the Sanhedrin 
with great fanfare and "glorify God for the happened ". 


But equally surprising is this double reaction, from the enthusiastic 
people and from the worried Sanhedrin: both now appear as 
impressed by a single second-rate firecracker launched by the 
apostle Peter, as a few weeks earlier they had been indifferent to the 
fireworks of before. category unfolded by the Magician Jesus, in life 
and post mortem. Maybe they hadn't seen anything then, because 


nothing had happened. Or perhaps by now the disciples had 
surpassed the teacher, since theActs79 they continue saying: 

Meanwhile the number of men and women who believed in the 
Lord was increasing to the point that they carried the sick into the 
squares, placing them on little beds and beds, so that, when Peter 
passed by, even his shadow alone would cover some of them. 
Crowds from cities near Jerusalem also flocked, bringing sick people 
and people tormented by unclean spirits, and all were healed. 


Up to this point, however, the Christians were all converted Jews. 
But one day Peter went up to the terrace at noon to pray, he was 
kidnapped in ecstasy (or, more likely, had sunstroke) and a voice told 
him three times to eat unclean meat. They he interpreted the incident 
aS a permission to visit a centurion Roman who, on his part, had 
received from an angel the order of invite him. And during the 
meeting between these visionaries, the "Pentecost of the Pagans": 
81 


The Holy Spirit descended upon them all. And the circumcised 
faithful, who had come with Peter, were amazed that the gift of the 
Holy Spirit was also poured out on the pagans; in fact they heard 
them speak tongues and glorify God. Then Peter said: "Can it be 
forbidden that those who have received the Holy Spirit as we have 
been baptized with water?" 


Without this episode, perhaps we would not be here talking about 
Christianity, because the epidemic would have been limited to the 


Jewish people. Instead, since then the defenses were broken and 
the whole world was contaminated. Of course, not without resistance 
from the purists, who at first rebelled against the idea that even the 
uncircumcised could convert,82 in accordance with the words of 
Jesus himself: "Do not go among the pagans" and "| was sent only to 
the lost sheep of the house of Israel".83 And later they demanded 
that the converts be circumcised anyway and also respect the 
Jewish law, as well as the Christian one, once again according to the 
precise instructions of Jesus: «Do not think that | have come to 
abolish the Law or the Prophets; | did not come to abolish, but to 
fulfill ». 84 

At the Council of Jerusalem of 49 or 50 this last position clashed 
with the opposite one, supported by Paul and by the community of 
Antioch. According to theActs85 Peter sided with them, arguing that 
"a yoke should not be imposed on the neck of the disciples that 
neither our fathers nor we were able to bear".86 What the official CEI 
edition defines as "the first disciplinary document of the Church" was 
then drawn up: 87 

We have decided, the Holy Spirit and we [sic], not to impose any 
other obligation on you apart from these necessary things: abstain 
from meat offered to idols, from blood, from choked animals and 
from shamelessness. 

But evidently later Peter changed his mind, if in the Letter to 
Galatians, gloatingly, Paolo tells: 88 

When Cephas came to Antioch, | opposed him openly because 
he was evidently wrong. In fact, before some came from James, he 
ate food together with the pagans; but after their coming, he began 
to avoid them and to keep aside, for fear of the circumcised. And the 
other Jews also imitated him in the simulation. 


As soon as he came of age, the Church thus became acquainted 
with the first of her innumerable schisms: on the one hand the 
community of Jerusalem led by Peter, Apostle of the Jews, who 
considered Christianity to be a fact of Jewish derivation and 
relevance; and on the other hand the community of Antioch led by 
Paul, Apostle of the Gentiles, who considered it instead an event 
open to the whole world. 


And Paul's victory over Peter was so clear that from this moment the 
second disappears from the history of the Acts of the Apostles. In 
particular, it is only a legend taken from the apocryphal Acts of Peter 
that, fleeing from Rome to avoid execution, Jesus appeared to him to 
ask him Quo vadis? ("Where are you going?") And that, having gone 
back, he wanted to be crucified upside down, because he did not 
consider himself worthy of undergoing the same torture as Christ: a 
subject considered interesting by the various painters of the 
Crucifixion of St. Peter, since Michelangelo in the Pauline Chapel of 
the Vatican (1550) in Caravaggio in Santa Maria del Popolo (1601). 

But perhaps the entire story of Peter is a didactic legend, given 
that for him too, as for Jesus, there are no historical testimonies 
apart from the New Testament ones. In particular, there is no 
evidence of his stay and death in Rome, and it is probably only a 
pious wish the discovery of his tomb a few meters below the high 
altar of St. Peter, following the excavations ordered by Pius XII in 
1939 and culminating in his triumphant Christmas Radio Message of 
23 December 1950: 

Was the tomb of St. Peter really found? The final conclusion of 
the works and studies responds to this question with a very clear 
"yes". The tomb of the Prince of the Apostles has been found. 


A second question, subordinate to the first, concerns the relics of the 
Saint. Have they been found? At the edge of the sepulcher, remains 
of human bones were found, but it is not possible to prove with 
certainty that they belonged to the mortal remains of the Apostle. 


Pious wish because, first of all, in what was supposed to be a 
Christian cemetery, bones of goat, sheep, cow, sow, chicken and 
mouse were also found.89 And then because it was proved with 
certainty that the human bones that the pope himself had kept in an 
urn for fourteen years in the chapel of his private apartments 
belonged not to a single man, but to a trinity made up of two men 
and an elderly woman. 90 

Thanks to the discovery in 1950 of the two graffiti fragments PET| 
and ENI, imaginatively completed in the expression PETROS EN 
ESTIN, "Pietro is here", 91 but which could equally well mean 
PETROS ENDEI, "Peter is missing", that is "Not it is here ”, today the 
tomb of St. Peter has been located in a place other than that 
identified with a very clear“ yes "by Pius XIl. And some bones 
forgotten for ten years in a warehouse, and fortunately resurfaced in 
1953, 92 were certified as those of Peter by Paul VI in the General 
Audience of June 26, 1968: 

We must be all the more solicitous and exultant when we have 
reason to believe that the few but sacrosanct mortal remains of the 
Prince of the Apostles, by Simon, have been traced. son of Jonah, of 
the fisherman called Peter by Christ, of the one who was chosen by 
the Lord as the foundation of His Church, and to whom the Lord 
entrusted the great keys of his kingdom. 


Happy them, happy all. Although we have already seen that the 
names of Peter remembered by his successor seem to have been 
chosen artfully by the Gospels, just as the episodes of his triple 
denial during the passion, and of the symmetrical triple proffer of 
love to the risen Jesus, narrated seem artificial. aloneJohn 93 in the 
false final chapter of his Gospel. 


The scene seems to have been added on purpose to affirm the 
pastoral primacy of Peter, to whom Jesus says three times: "feed my 
lambs and my sheep". A primacy which, however, is based only on 
this text and on the equally shaky foundation of "you are Peter, and 
on this rock | will found my Church", as well as on the legend that 
Peter was the first bishop of Rome. 


Legend, because not only is there no evidence of any kind (not even 
biblical) in its favor, but there are some against it. For example, the 
Letter to Romans 94 in 57 or 58 CE, he greets by name about thirty 
members of the Roman Christian community, but not Peter. The list 
of the first bishops of Rome compiled by Irenaeus around 200 lists 
the first twelve, but it starts from Linus and not from Peter. And an 
Apostolic Constitution of 270 specifies that Lino was _ directly 
appointed by Paul, without mentioning Peter. 

Today even ecumenical biblical scholars, Catholics and 
Protestants, are therefore forced to admit: 95 


There is no sure evidence that Peter ever directed the local church in 
Rome as supreme head or bishop. According to the New Testament, 
we know nothing about a succession of Peter in Rome. 


THE APOSTLE OF THE GENTILES 


Simon Peter's official alter ego is Saul Paul, whose two names 
however, they do not seem to have any particular metaphorical 
value: the first, Jewish, is simply a homage to King Saul, belonging 
like his family to the tribe of Benjamin; the second, Roman, is a 
Latinized version of the first. 


Paul makes his first appearance in the Acts, 96 as a spectator of the 
martyrdom of the proto-martyr Stephen and keeper of the cloaks of 
his executors. In fact, it is said of him that "ne was among those who 
approved his killing", and that "he raged against the Church and, 
entering houses, took men and women and had them put in prison". 
And he himself confirms, in the Letter to the Galatians: 97 


You have certainly heard of my former conduct in Judaism, how | 
fiercely persecuted the Church of God and devastated it, surpassing 
in Judaism most of my peers and countrymen, relentless as | was in 
upholding the traditions of the fathers. 

What then happened is known, also because the Acts 98 they 
repeat it three times. That is, while he was on the road to Damascus 
suddenly Paul saw a light from heaven, and as he fell to the ground 
he heard a voice saying to him: «Saul, Saul, why are you 
persecuting me? "And he immediately converted, was baptized, 


withdrew for a while in the desert and then began to preach a gospel 
he did not know: which required some lessons directly imparted by 
Jesus himself, who, although he had now ascended to heaven, 
appeared to him anyway more than once on this earth. 99 

Of course, the whole story is suspicious. Not surprisingly, 
although today's official CEI edition joyfully deduces that "Paul's 
teaching is not of human origin",100 his contemporary Festus, on the 
other hand, shouted at him in annoyance: «You are mad, Paolo; too 
much science has given you to the brain! "101 Which shows that you 
don't have to be modern to know that the experience of the 
supernatural is just one of the names for mental illness, just as you 
don't need to be ancient to believe that in ecstasy the insane 
communicate with God. 

The most typical example is that in which the hypersensitivity and 
self-exaltation of a young woman make her mistake an autoerotic 
fantasy, sensual or sexual, for the encounter with a real being, 
angelic or divine. It probably happened in the Annunciation of Mary, 
and it certainly happened in the famous Ecstasy of Santa Teresa, 
depicted by Bernini in 1652 in Santa Maria della Vittoria in Rome, 
based on the vivid story of the same _ protagonist in her 
Autobiography: 102 


| saw in his hands a long golden dart, which seemed to me to have a 
bit of fire on the iron tip. It seemed that he pushed it into my heart 
several times, so deeply that it reached my bowels, and when he 
pulled it out he seemed to take it away, leaving me all inflamed with 
great love of God. The pain of the wound was so intense that it made 
me groan , but the sweetness that this enormous pain infused in me 
was so great, that there was no wish for its end, nor could the soul 


be satisfied but with God. It is not a physical pain, but a spiritual one, 
even if the body does participate in it a little, indeed a lot. It is such a 
sweet romance that takes place between the soul and God, that | 
beg the divine goodness to make it feel to those who think | lie. 


We tried it, Teresa, we tried it. Only that we call it with a slightly more 
prosaic name of transverberation, "unspeakable experience", and we 
celebrate it a little more often than once a year, on August 26, "with 
solemn mass and special office". And if Paul had tried it too, albeit 
only in the imbalance of erotic mysticism, not to mention the 
equilibrium of a healthy sexual life, perhaps Christianity would have 
traveled a less perverse path than the one on which its already led it. 
cite positions on women and sex. 

And instead Paul was a mystic of the worst kind, who in his 
supposed divine visions found only the justification to go from a 
furious persecution of Christianity to an equally furious preaching of 
his personal gospel, in addition to the certification that this was the 
only one " real": 103 

If we ourselves or an angel from heaven preach to you a gospel 
other than the one we have preached to you, be anathema! [...] The 
Gospel | proclaimed is not modeled on man; in fact | have neither 
received it nor learned it from men, but through the revelation of 
Jesus Christ, [...] so that | would announce it among the pagans, 
without consulting any man, without going to Jerusalem to those who 
were apostles before me. 

Of course, this free-hitter preaching at one point required a 
"consultation" with eyewitnesses, which according to Paul104 it took 
place only after three years of independent teaching, in a fifteen-day 
meeting with Peter and James, who were the leaders of the 


Jerusalem community: the first for obvious reasons, and the second 
as "brother of Jesus".105 After which Paul went back on his way for 
another fourteen years, until he returned to Jerusalem a second time 
for the Council, "following a revelation": which, if it were not clear, 
means according to the official CEI edition that "the visit to the 
Mother Church was inspired by God". 106 

But we poor mortals do not know what really happened, in both 
cases, since the news on the affairs of the early years of Christianity 
comes to us almost exclusively from Paul himself: either directly, 
through his letters, or indirectly, through the Acts of his disciple Luke. 
It can therefore be assumed that, as always happens, history was 
written by the victor: that is, by him, precisely, who succeeded in 
making his idea of a preaching open to the Gentiles and not 
restricted to the Jews prevail. Even if he later granted the honor of 
arms to the adversary, saying: "The gospel was entrusted to me for 
the uncircumcised, as to Peter that for the circumcised". 107 

In fact, already Isaiah,108 speaking of the extension of the new 
kingdom of Israel, he had made Yahweh say: 

The strangers, who have joined the Lord to serve him and to love 
the name of the Lord, and to be his servants, those who guard 
against profaning the Sabbath and remain firm in my covenant, | will 
lead them to the holy mountain and fill them with joy in mine. house 
of prayers. Their burnt offerings and their sacrifices will be welcomed 
on my altar, because my temple will be called a house of prayer for 
all peoples. 


There was therefore an idea of universal mission already in Judaism, 
which made it possible not to consider the baptism of the Gentiles 
inaugurated by Peter as a discontinuity. Instead it was missionary 


proselytism which first became characteristic of Christianity, and later 
of Islam, and which was based on the words of the Risen Jesus: "Go 
into all the world and preach the gospel to every creature". 109 

But it was, above all, the real novelty introduced by Paul: a 
release from Judaism, which went completely against the original 
Christianity. The latter survived for some time in the constellation of 
Judeo-Christian communities that combined the Mosaic law and 
Christian doctrine inspired by the teaching of Peter and James, as 
opposed to that of Paul: a contrast underlined by the Letter of 
James,110 which states that "man is justified on the basis of works 
and not only on the basis of faith", while the Letter to the Galatians 
111 he said the exact opposite, that "man is not justified by the works 
of the law but only by faith". 


Regarding James, who was one of Jesus' four fleshly brothers, 112 
he became the guide of the Jerusalem community: first in a couple 
with Peter, and then alone. Nonetheless, while Peter and Paul are 
mentioned about 190 and 170 times in the New Testament, James is 
only 11, of which only 3 in Acts. Which suggests a removal of the 
Orthodox Judeo-Christian current that belonged to him, as a blood 
relative of Jesus: a current that, according to Justin,113 he believed 
that Jesus was only "a man begotten of a man", who later became 
the Messiah by "election". 

After the Roman conquest of Jerusalem in 70 and the Jewish 
diaspora in 135 this current gradually died out, partly breaking up 
into various sects that were now "heretical". For example, the 
Ebionites, "poor people," whose Gospel did not speak of miraculous 
births or resurrections, and merely presented Jesus as an 
exceptional but not divine prophet. Or the Elcasaites, who were 


named after their founder Elchasai, and believed that the humanity 
and suffering of Jesus were only apparent. Or the Nazarenes, who 
practiced chastity and abstinence, kept their hair long and probably 
gave their nickname to Jesus and his disciples: on the one hand, in 
fact, there is no historical evidence of the existence of a city of 
Nazareth in his time; on the other hand, the first 

Christians are called Nazarenes in the Acts. 114 

As for Paul's preaching, according to those same Acts it 
happened in three waves. A first trip, 115 between 47 and 49, he 
took him from Cyprus to Asia Minor, with mixed success: "The 
pagans rejoiced and glorified the word of God", but "the Jews were 
full of jealousy and contradicted Paul's statements, blaspheming" 
.116 Once, even, the latter "stoned him and then dragged him out of 
the city, believing him dead." After attending the Council of 
Jerusalem117 in 49 or 50, to settle the question of preaching to Jews 
or Gentiles, Paul embarked on a second journey118 a couple of 
years as far as Macedonia, where an unknown Macedonian had 
called him in a dream and guided him while awake by the well- 
known Holy Spirit. In Philippi he was beaten and arrested, but during 
the night «suddenly there was an earthquake so strong that the 
foundations of the prison were shaken; immediately all the doors 
were opened and everyone's chains were released »: nevertheless 
Paul did not flee, preferring to wait to be regularly released the next 
day as he was, strangely, a Roman citizen. But the prodigy was not 
lost anyway, because it brought the jailer a conversion and Paul a 
dinner "full of joy". 119 

Moving to Athens, he gave a famous speech at the Areopagus, 
120 which marked the beginning of the mixture between the Middle 
Eastern faith and Western reason or, as the official CEI edition 
prefers to say, "between Christian doctrine and pagan culture". Paul 


got off well, flying high: that is, he announced that the Unknown God 
to whom an altar was dedicated on the spot, and whom the Greeks 
worshiped without knowing, was none other than "the God who 
made the world and all that it contains , who is lord of heaven and 
earth ”, and he even quoted a verse from Cleante's hymn to Zeus:“ 
We are God's descendants ”. But it ended very badly, crashing to the 
ground: in fact, "when they heard about the resurrection of the dead, 
some laughed at him, others said: We'll hear you about this another 
time." 


When he went to Corinth, he stayed there for a year and a half and 
from there he wrote the two Letters to the Thessalonians, which 
constitute the first surviving documents of Christianity. Significantly, 
they address 

the theme of the second coming of Jesus, which Paul believed 
was imminent: 121 


This we tell you on the word of the Lord: we who live and will still be 
alive for the coming of the Lord, will have no advantage over those 
who have died. [...] And first the dead will rise in Christ; therefore we, 
the living, the survivors, will be caught up with them among the 
clouds, to meet the Lord in the air, and so we will always be with the 
Lord. 

One could avoid rage, noting that evidently at least one between 
the Lord and Paul was grossly mistaken, were it not for the fact that 
the official CEI edition comments undaunted: «The word of the Lord 
is perhaps a special revelation. Paul makes the hypothesis of an 
imminent coming of Christ to which he too is present, but he knows 


” 


very well that no one knows when he will come ”. Instead, the 
Second letter confirms the unfortunate prophecy, while specifying: 
122 


First the apostasy must take place and the iniquitous man must be 
revealed, the son of perdition, the one who opposes and rises above 
every being who is called God or is an object of worship, to the point 
of sitting in the temple of God, pointing out himself as God. 


We will see later that this Antichrist has been identified by Luther in 
the pope, and by the pope in Luther. Others, from Thomas Jefferson 
to Friedrich Nietzsche, have instead already seen its incarnation in 
Paul himself, considering him as a disangelist, "herald of the Bad 
News". However, since Christ did not come anyway, something must 
have gone wrong somewhere, even if we certainly won't worry about 
it. Nor did Paul worry about it, since as soon as he returned to 
Antioch he left for a third journey, which began in 53 and ended in 
57. 123 

This time he stopped in Ephesus for three years, where he 
performed "uncommon wonders, to the point that they put on the 
sick handkerchiefs or aprons that had been in contact with him and 
the diseases ceased and the evil spirits fled." And when "some 
Jewish walking exorcists also tried to invoke the name of the Lord 
Jesus over those who had evil spirits", it happened that one of these 
evil spirits "answered them: | Know Jesus and | know who Paul is, 
but who are you? "124 Evidently, even then, business was a matter 
of knowledge ... 


From Ephesus Paul wrote the two famous Letters to the 
Corinthians, which we have quoted several times. The first, in 
particular, establishes the opposition of Christianity to rational 
thought: "While the Greeks seek wisdom, we preach Christ crucified, 
a scandal for the Jews and foolishness for the pagans". 

125 Therefore, “if any of you believe himself to be wise in this 
world, let him make himself a fool to become wise; because the 
wisdom of this world is foolishness before God. " 126 

As for God's wisdom, it teaches that "the head of a woman is 
man", because "man is the image and glory of God; but the woman 
is the glory of the man. And in fact the man does not derive from the 
woman, but the woman from the man; neither was man created for 
woman, but woman for man ”. In particular, "the man must not cover 
his head", but "the woman must wear a sign of her dependence on 
her head".127 Consequently, "women in assemblies are silent" and 
"be submissive": "If they want to learn something, ask their husbands 
at home." 128 

In the second letter, in addition to beating cash for a long time to 
be made "a real offer and not a trifle",129 Paul reveals in the third 
person a paranormal experience he had in 43, different from the 
vision on the road to Damascus in 37: "I know a man in Christ who 
fourteen years ago - whether with the body or outside the body | 
don't know, God knows - he was kidnapped to the third heaven. And 
| know that this man - whether with a body or without a body | don't 
know, God knows - was kidnapped in heaven and_ heard 
unspeakable words that it is not lawful for anyone to pronounce ». 
130 

Passing through Corinth, this time following low ground routes, 
he wrote the Letter to the Romans, which the official CEI edition 
defines "unquestionably the masterpiece of the genius of Paul and a 


document of exceptional importance for Christianity of all times". Not 
surprisingly, given that there are statements made to the Church and 
the State very convenient, such as: «Everyone is subject to the 
established authorities; because there is no authority except by God 
and those that exist are established by God. Therefore, whoever 
opposes authority is opposed to the order established by God ”. 131 

Finally returning to Jerusalem in 57, Paul magnified the work he 
had done among the Gentiles, but he felt once again the ancient and 
never resolved problem proposed by James: 132 


You see, brother, how many thousands of Jews have come to the 
faith and all are jealously attached to the law. Now they have heard 
of you that you are teaching all the Jews scattered among the 
pagans to abandon Moses, saying not to circumcise their children 
and not to follow our customs anymore. What are we doing? 


As a demonstration, to show that he too observed the Jewish 
precepts, Paul went to the temple the next day, but his visit had the 
opposite effect instead of infuriating the faithful. Soon after, 
according to the Acts,133 "All Jerusalem was in revolt" and he was 
arrested by the tribune of the cohort, scourged and transferred to 
Caesarea, where he remained in prison for two years. Being a 
Roman citizen, he appealed to Caesar and was sent to Rome, where 
he arrived after a journey of several months filled with adventures 
and, of course, wonders. Of these, the most fraught with folkloric 
consequences was certainly the bite of a viper in Malta, from which 
he was found immune:134 his cult as protector from snakes is based 
on this legend, practiced in Sicily, Calabria and Puglia. 135 In 


particular, in the church of San Paolo in Galatina every year on June 
29, the feast of Peter and Paul, the exorcism ceremony of the 
tarantolate takes place: women bitten by the taranta (Lycosa 
tarantula or Ragno Lupo), a spider that takes its name from the city 
of Taranto, and which was believed to provoke an impulse, of a 
hysterical nature, to an epileptic dance that inspired the tarantella. 
136 

Returning to the farantolated Paul, after two years of house arrest 
in Rome 137 he was finally acquitted, 138 and from this moment the 
traces of him. It is in fact only a legend that he was arrested again 
under Nero and died in 67 by the sword, as he was privilege of 
Roman citizens. But, in one way or another, yes in those years the 
life of the one who Antonio Gramsci called ended "The Lenin of 
Christianity", given the methods of struggle that he himself admitted 
to using: 139 


Although | was free from all, | made myself the servant of all to gain 
the greatest number: | made myself a Jew with the Jews, to gain the 
Jews; with those who are under the law | have become as one who 
is under the law, for the purpose of gaining those who are under the 
law. With those who have no law | have become like one who is 
lawless, [...] to gain those who are lawless. | made myself weak with 
the weak, to gain the weak; | have done everything to everyone, to 
save someone at any cost. 

These means obviously did not attract too many sympathies, but 
they helped to make him live a reckless and interesting life, of which 
he himself drew up this balance: 140 

Five times from the Jews | have received the thirty-nine blows; 
three times | was beaten with rods, once | was stoned, three times | 


was shipwrecked, | spent a day and a night at the mercy of the 
waves. Countless journeys, perils of rivers, perils of brigands, perils 
from my compatriots, dangers from pagans, dangers in the city, 
dangers in the desert, dangers on the sea, dangers from false 
brothers; fatigue and labor, countless vigils, hunger and _ thirst, 
frequent fasting, cold and nakedness. 


Of course, despite his furious activism, Paul still did not catechize 
the world on his own. Among the historical disciples of Jesus who 
adopted his program of preaching to the Gentiles, the best known is 
the incredulous Thomas, called the Apostle of the East because he 
seems to have gone as far as India. In fact, this is how the fictional 
Acts of Thomas narrate, which cite a visit by him to King 
Gondophares: a monarch whose traces were now lost when the 
work was written, around 200, and were found only in 1854 with the 
discovery in Afghanistan of coins of his reign, which began in 21 CE 
and lasted at least until 47. 

Which means that, although legendary, Thomas's exploits have 
at least been framed in an appropriate framework of historical facts. 
It is however certain that, when the Portuguese landed in 1498 on 
the Malabar coast, in today's Kerala, they found there two million 
original Christians, who boasted a historical connection with the 
apostle and were all headed by a single bishop. But, of course, they 
did not find them at all consonant with the Catholic tradition, also 
because they combined the Christian faith with a Jewish ritual and 
an Indian caste system: they therefore tried to "reconvert" them with 
the help of the Inquisition of Goa, succeeding in put a lot of 
confusion in their heads. As a result, today the so-called Mar Thoma 


Khristianis, "Christians of St. Thomas", of Kerala are divided into 
seven professing churches, 


FROM GOD TO CAESAR 


Apart from the delirium of John's Apocalypse, pertaining more to 
psychoanalysis than to theology, the evangelical history of 
Christianity ends with the events of Peter and Paul: even if one 
wanted to consider the New Testament the work of God, the events 
that followed they are certainly the work of man. 

In particular, it is what constitutes the most important element for 
the survival of a religion: its connivance with political power, which 
transforms it from a spiritual phenomenon to an institutional factor 
and allows it to integrate, often forcibly, into the social fabric of a 
people. So it was, in the history of the great religions, for the cults of: 

¢ Marduk, the god of Babylon whom Hammurabi raised, in the 
18th century BCE, to the rank of protector deity of the entire 
kingdom. 

¢ Aten, the Solar Disc which, under Akhenaten, replaced all the 
gods of Egypt in the first monotheism of history in the fourteenth 
century. 

¢ Yahweh, whose cult Moses imposed on the Jews in the 13th 
century BCE, and who still remains the God of Israel today. 

¢ Zarathustra, who became the God of Persia under Cyrus the 
Great in 558 BCE and remained so until 

the Arab conquest in 651 CE 

¢ Buddha, whose religion was adopted by Emperor Ashoka in 250 
BCE, remained dominant in India for more than a millennium, and 
still inspires some of the confessional states of Indochina (Thailand) 
and the Himalayas (Bhutan and, until 1959 , Tibet). 


¢ Confucius, whose teaching constituted the official orthodoxy in 
China from the reign of Emperor Wu of the Han in 136 BCE until the 
revolution of 1911. 

¢ Allah, whose faith Mohammed spread in the Arab world starting 
from 622, and which still dominates many secular states and some 
fundamentalists, from North Africa (Algeria and Libya) to Asia (Iran 
and Pakistan). 


Christianity received similar favors in the fourth century, thanks to a 
progressive opening of the Roman emperors. After half a dozen 
persecutions against the heretics of the pagan cult, from the first of 
Nero in 64-68 to the last of Diocletian in 303-304, passing through 
those of Trajan, Septimius Severus, Decius and Valerian, the eastern 
tetrarch Galerius granted in 311 an indulgence to those who, 
"indulging such a whim and having been taken by such madness", 
no longer obeyed the ancient customs: 


In the name of this indulgence, may they pray to their God for our 
salvation, for that of society and for theirs, so that society can keep 
itself whole everywhere and they can live peacefully in their homes. 
On 28 October 312 Constantine defeated Maxentius in the battle 
of Ponte Milvio, near Saxa Rubra. It is a legend that, before or during 
the battle, he had a vision of the Cross with the symbol XP, initial of 
Christos in Greek, and of the inscription En touto nika, "With this you 
win", translated into Latin In hoc signo vinces, " With this sign you 
will win ». Instead, it is a fact that the year after Constantine and 
Licinius, who remained the only diarchs of the Empire, met in Milan 
and decided to grant freedom of worship to any religion, in provisions 


that were later codified in an apocryphal document that became 
known as Edict of Milan or Edict of Tolerance: 


We, Constantine Augustus and Licinius Augustus, happily reunited in 
Milan, and dealing with what concerns public safety and utility, we 
believed that one of our first duties was to regulate what concerns 
the cult of divinity and to grant Christians, as to all our other subjects, 
the freedom to follow their religion, in order to recall the favor of 
Heaven above us and above the whole Empire. 

After defeating and having Licinius killed, in 324 Constantine 
became sole emperor and in 330 he inaugurated Constantinople, 
ancient Byzantium and modern Istanbul, as the new capital of the 
Empire: perhaps for this reason the Orthodox Church venerates him 
as a Saint, despite him had on his conscience, among other things, 
the murder of his firstborn son Crispo, his wife Fausta and his 
nephew Liciniano, son of his sister Costanza and Licinius. 

The Catholic Church does not agree on her holiness, but on that 
of the bigoted mother Elena, although she celebrates it on August 18 
instead of May 21. According to the legend, the lady converted to 
Christianity and, having gone eighty years old to the Holy Land, she 
would have found the three nails and the remains of the cross of 
Christ on Golgotha: naturally, thanks to a miracle, namely the 
resurrection of a corpse that had been place in place. Today the holy 
woman is the protector of archaeologists and is remembered, on one 
of the four pillars that support the dome of St. Peter's Basilica in the 
Vatican, by a colossal statue of Andrea Bolgi from 1639 which 
depicts her holding the cross (whole, for good measure). 

Despite his mother's faith, Constantine did not convert all his life: 
it seems that he was baptized, if ever he was, only at the point of 


death. But after his edict he took an active part in the affairs of the 
Church as bishop, "supervisor" (in Greek episcopos, from epi, 
"above", and skopeo, "I look"). First of all, indicating the First 
Ecumenical Council in Nicaea in 325, on whose _ theological 
decisions we will return, and building basilicas everywhere: the 
Nativity in Bethlehem, the Holy Sepulcher in Jerusalem, Saint 
Sophia in Constantinople, St. Peter in Rome ... But, above all, 
conferring on the Church the right to inherit the goods of the faithful, 
giving it various properties and attributing privileges and powers to 
its clergy. All of this, of course, not out of faith but out of political 
convenience: exactly like the politicians of today and always, 


Instead, what Constantine did not do was the famous Donation to 
Pope Sylvester | in 324, as a supposed reward for the baptism of the 
emperor and his miraculous recovery from leprosy: 


We decree that our most holy Roman Church should be venerated 
and honored and that the Holy Bishopric of Saint Peter should be 
gloriously exalted above our empire and earthly throne. The bishop 
of Rome is to reign over the four principal sees of Antioch, 
Alexandria, Constantinople and Jerusalem, and over all the churches 
of God in the world. [...] Finally, we give to Silvestro, universal Pope, 
our palace and all the provinces, palaces and districts of the city of 
Rome and of Italy and of the western regions. 


This document is actually a forgery dating back to the eighth century, 
and it seems that it was first used by Pope Stephen III in 753 to 


request the help of Pepin the Short against the Lombards. But later it 
was used to claim all kinds of rights in the West: for example, 
Alexander VI invoked it in 1493 in the bull Inter Caetera ("Among 
other things"), to claim papal possession of the territories of the New 
World as "regions Westerners ". Although the emperor Otto III had 
already denounced its falsity towards 1000, obviously to have his 
hands free in making and undoing the popes, the fraud was 
scientifically unmasked only in 1440 by Lorenzo Valla, through a 
linguistic analysis and historiography which showed, among other 
things, as the Latin used in the document could not have been that 
of the third century. But his book The Donation of Constantine 
counterfeited and falsely believed to be true was published only in 
1517, and only in Protestant countries, while in Catholic ones the 
Church continued for a long time to uphold the authenticity of the 
document. 


In any case, with or without Donation, after the Edict of Constantine 
and Licinius of 313 the Christians began to raise their crest and do to 
others what others had done to them, and even worse. The Christian 
emperor Theodosius | provided them with legal support with a series 
of provisions that later merged into the so-called Theodosian Code: 
in 381 Christianity was declared the state religion, in 389 pagan 
holidays that had not been transformed into Christian holidays were 
abolished, in 391 the pagan rites were forbidden and the temples 
were closed, in 393 even the Olympics were canceled. The inspirer 
of these measures was Ambrose, bishop of Milan, who then 
pronounced the funeral oration at the funeral of Theodosius in 395. 
Like the Jews of today, the Christians of that time quickly 
switched from the side of the persecuted to that of the persecutors, 


and began to raze temples to the ground to build churches in their 
place. In 385 the Spanish bishop Priscilliano and six of his followers 
became the first Christians sentenced to death and executed for 
heresy. In 392 a gang of Christian fundamentalists destroyed the 
famous Library of Alexandria, with the connivance of Theodosius. In 
415 Bishop Cirillo, patriarch of the same city, commissioned the 
murder of the lay protomartyr Hypatia, the first mathematician in 
history, inventor of the astrolabe and the planisphere: her body was 
stripped with sharp shells, dismembered and burned, in one episode 
which, as Edward Gibbon said in 1788 in Decline and Fall of the 
Roman Empire, 


Meanwhile the papacy began to accumulate possessions: already in 
the seventh century it had become the largest Italian landowner and 
controlled the entire area around Rome. The nucleus of the future 
Papal State was formed with the donation of Sutri in 728 by King 
Liutprand, and of the Adriatic coast in 756 by Pippin the Short. In 781 
Charlemagne formalized the boundaries of the oxymoronic State of 
the Church, which came to include almost all of central Italy and part 
of northern Italy: in exchange, Leo Ill crowned him in the 19th 
century as emperor of the equally oxymoronic Holy Roman Empire, 
inaugurating a a practice that lasted until 1452, when Niccolo V 
crowned Frederick III. 

The about-face with respect to the supposed evangelical values 
of charity and poverty triggered by the Edict of Constantine, and 
continued with the ever greater identification between the spiritual 
and temporal interests of the Church, was so profound that it was 
then variously called Constantinian turning point, Caesaropapism, 


great apostasy and , more openly from Dante, puttaneggiar with the 
royals: 141 


You have made you God of gold and silver: and what else is from 
you to the idolater, except that you have one, and you pray a 
hundred? Ah, Constantin, how bad it was, not your conversion, but 
that dowry that the first rich patre took from you! 

The balance between the pope and the emperor was unstable, 
however, because the division between spiritual and temporal power 
was obviously nothing more than a fiction. The knots came to a head 
in 1075 with the fight for investitures: Henry IV claimed for himself 
the right to appoint bishops, since they had to administer an imperial 
fief, and Gregory VII denied it to him, since they had to administer a 
papal diocese. The result was an impasse: the bishops loyal to the 
emperor deposed the pope and he excommunicated the emperor, 
who was then forced in 1077 to go to Canossa and kneel in front of 
him. Back home, Henry IV still elected an antipope and was again 
excommunicated. 

The dispute lasted for half a century and ended with an 
agreement between Henry V and Callisto Il, which separated the 
powers of State and Church: the emperor had the feudal investiture, 
and the pope the episcopal one. The division of roles was 
sanctioned by the Concordat of Worms of 1122, ratified the following 
year by the First Lateran Council, which became the first of the many 
concordats that the Church later stipulated with the powerful of the 
earth: for example, in 1801 with Napoleon in France, in 1855 with 
Francesco Giuseppe in Austria, in 1929 with Benito Mussolini in Italy, 
in 1933 with Adolf Hitler in Germany, in 1940 with Antonio Salazar in 
Portugal, and in 1953 with Francisco Franco in Spain. 


From all these beautiful people the Church has obtained rights 
and favors, in exchange for more or less tacit or expressed support 
for their regimes. Just to give the example that touches us most 
closely, the Lateran Pacts of 11 February 1929 brought the Church a 
Treaty, a Financial Convention and a Concordat. The Treaty 
recognized the sovereignty of the Holy See and the independence of 
the Vatican City State, and the Financial Convention awarded a 
reward for the "massive damage" suffered after the conquest of 
Rome in 1870 by the Italian State. Before 1929, in fact, relations with 
the Holy See were regulated by the so-called Law of Guarantees of 
1871, which did not grant it any territorial rights: only the availability 
of the Vatican and Lateran palaces, and the summer residence of 
Castel Gandolfo. 142 


The Holy See did not formally renounce the sum, but never collected 
it for not informally accepting the status quo established by law. In 
1929 the debt of the Italian State therefore amounted, with interest, 
to 3,160,501,113 lire (today about ten billion euros). The Financial 
Convention, "appreciating the paternal sentiments of the Supreme 
Pontiff", agreed to pay more or less half of it: "750 million in cash and 
a billion in consolidated 5 per cent bearer". 


Finally, the actual Concordat established that bishops' candidacies 
had to be submitted to the approval of the Italian government, and 
that the bishops appointed had to swear allegiance to the regime: 
the only exception was the Cardinal Vicar of Rome, as the pope's 
representative. As for the priests, they could not engage in politics, 


but were exempted from military service and received a state 
privilege called "congrua”. 

For its part, the State agreed to make marriage laws conform to 
the prejudices of the Catholic Church: in particular, to prohibit 
divorce, with provisions that remained anachronistically in force until 
1970. As for Catholicism, it became the state religion and was to be 
taught in all schools: a teaching that remains in force even today, 
although Catholicism ceased to be the state religion in 1984. 

The satisfied Pius XI immediately began to pay his debt to 
fascism and already on February 14, 1929, in a speech at the 
University of the Sacred Heart, he issued Mussolini with the famous 
license of "man of Providence": 

Perhaps we also needed a man like the one Providence brought 
us to meet; a man who did not have the concerns of the liberal 
school, for the men of which all those laws, let's say, and all those 
regulations were so many fetishes and, just like fetishes, all the more 
intangible and venerable the more ugly and deformed. 

As for Mussolini, in his speech to the Chamber of May 5, 1929 he 
candidly explained the reasons why a politician allies himself with the 
pope, yesterday as today: 

Religious ideas still have a lot of empire, more than some 
philosophers believe. They can do great service to humanity. By 
agreeing with the pope, the conscience of 100 million [now a billion] 
men is still dominated. 

In 1947 the Lateran Pacts, far from being abrogated after the fall 
of Fascism, were annexed to the Republican Constitution through 
the infamous article 7, thanks to the betrayal of Palmiro Togliatti. The 
Communists in fact voted in favor, together with Christian Democrats 
and indifferent ones, while Socialists, Republicans and shareholders 
voted against, and the Liberals split between the two camps: it was 


the first case, although unfortunately not the last, of the unfortunate 
anti-historical compromises that a the left "left" has repeatedly given 
to the clericals, for their interest and shame. As a worthy thanks to 
Togliatti, a decree of the Holy Office dated 1or July 1949 prohibited 
Catholics, under penalty of excommunication, from joining (or even 
collaborating with) Communist-inspired parties or movements. 


The absurd situation that has arisen with the insertion of a Catto- 
fascist pact, stipulated "in the name of the Holy Trinity" and opened 
by a reference to the Albertine Statute of 1848, in a republican 
constitution which in article 9 proclaims equality of all confessions 
before the law, was examined in 1971 by the Constitutional Court. It 
established that the Lateran Pacts are atypical sources of the Italian 
system, in the sense that they have less force than the constitutional 
provisions, but more force than the ordinary laws: they can in fact be 
modified with the mutual consent of the State and the Church, but 
are not subject to the union of constitutionality and cannot be 
abrogated by popular will, nor by referendum, nor through a bill. 

After seven failed attempts, between 1967 and 1983, the 1929 
Concordat was finally revised in 1984 by the Craxi government. 
Obviously, the obligation for bishops to swear allegiance to the state 
has dropped, and also that of engaging in politics for priests. The 
civil marriage has been released from the religious one, although the 
latter continues to maintain civil validity even without a double 
ceremony. Catholicism has ceased to be the state religion, but 
nonetheless Article 9 states: 


The Italian Republic, recognizing the value of religious culture and 
taking into account that the principles of Catholicism are part of the 
historical heritage of the Italian people, will continue to ensure, within 
the scope of the school, the teaching of the Catholic religion in non- 
university public schools of every order and degree. 


The State requires a certificate of suitability from the diocesan 
ordinary to teachers of religion in their schools, but not a degree: a 
degree in religious sciences issued by an institute approved by the 
Holy See is also sufficient.143 Nonetheless, the Berlusconi 
government created in 2003 a staff of 15,507 places that puts them 
en masse in the role, and allows them a subsequent passage to 
other professorships: 144 9222 were hired in 2005 and 3077 in 
2006, while the other temporary workers (regularly graduates) of the 
school have been waiting for permanent employment for years. 


As for the clergy, the revision of the Concordat replaces the 
adequate sustenance with the "voluntary" financing of 8 per 
thousand on the total income from IRPEF. The amount of the amount 
pocketed annually by the Vatican is about one billion euros (2000 
billions of old lire): a sum that is not at all destined for charitable 
works, as the clerical advertising tries to make us believe every 
spring, in the period of the tax return. Rather, as the official figures of 
the CEI for the three-year period 2002-2004 admit, on average the 
funds are allocated to charitable interventions for only 20 per cent, 
while 34 per cent goes to the support of the clergy and to the "needs 
of worship". 46 percent. 


Among other things, the financing mechanism is slyly fraudulent. 
In fact, only a third of Italians choose to whom to donate 8 per 
thousand of their income: whether to the State, the Catholic Church 
or other religious confessions (no humanitarian or scientific 
organizations are contemplated). But article 37 of the implementing 
law145 states: "In the event of choices not expressed by taxpayers, 
the destination is established in proportion to the choices made". 
And since, in the minority that chooses, the majority opts in favor of 
the Catholic Church, this obtains the majority (about 85 percent) of 
the entire revenue. 

To the billion euro of 8 per thousand of taxpayers, a figure of the 
same order of magnitude paid out by the state alone (without 
counting regions, provinces and municipalities) must be added every 
year in the most disparate ways: in 2004,146 for example, 478 
million euros were given for the salaries of religion teachers, 258 
million for funding for Catholic schools, 44 million for the five Catholic 
universities, 25 million for the supply of water services to the Vatican 
City [sic] , 20 million for the Opus Dei Biomedical Campus University, 
19 million for the recruitment of teachers of religion, 18 million for 
school vouchers for students of Catholic schools, 9 million for the 
social security fund for Vatican employees and their families, 9 
million for the renovation of religious buildings, 8 million for the 
salaries of military chaplains, 7 million for the clergy pension fund, 5 
million for the Padre Pio Hospital in San Giovanni Rotondo, 2 million 
and means for funding speakers,2 million for the construction of 
buildings of worship, and so on. 


Adding to all this a good chunk of the one and a half billion public 
funding for health care, much of which is managed by Catholic 


institutions, we can easily reach a total annual figure of at least three 
billion euros, that is 6,000 billion old lire. But it is not over, because to 
these successful outgoings must naturally be added the lost revenue 
for the State due to tax exemptions of all kinds to the Church, valued 
at around another six billion euros, that is 12,000 billion old lire. 147 

The ecclesiastical bodies are in fact about 59,000 and own about 
90,000 properties, used for the most varied purposes: parishes, 
oratories, convents, seminaries, general houses, missions, schools, 
colleges, institutes, nursing homes, hospitals, hospices, and so on. 
Their value amounts to at least 30 billion euros, but they are exempt 
from taxes on buildings, land, corporate income, sales and value 
added (VAT). 

To understand the size of this enormous total figure of nine billion 
euros, that is 18,000 billion old lire, it is enough to note that this is 45 
percent of the economic maneuver for the 2006 budget, which was 
20 billion: that is, without the Church, or at least without its economic 
privileges, the State could practically halve the taxes for all its 
citizens! As if that weren't enough, the municipal tax exemptions are 
also added to the state tax exemptions: for example from the ICI 
("Municipal Property Tax"), as ecclesiastical bodies self-certify 
themselves as "non-commercial". A ruling by the Court of Cassation, 
filed on March 8, 2004, however, established that a care center for 
children and the elderly managed by the Sisters of the Sacred Heart 
of L'Aquila could not be exempt from the tax, having charged regular 
fees to her guests: the sisters therefore owed the Municipality 70,000 
euros in back taxes. Since the precedent exposed the Church to 
similar risks everywhere, the Berlusconi and Prodi governments took 
action: the first by attaching a temporary provision to the 2006 
Budget, and the second by approving a definitive provision148 which 
cleverly guarantees exemption from ICI to "not exclusively 


commercial" entities. That is, to all commercial enterprises that are 
equipped with a chapel, in which to pray to God for the foolish soul of 
Catholics and their lay supporters who sit in parliament, on the right 
or "left". 


In this way, the Italian municipalities lose an estimated revenue of 
around 2 billion and 250 million euros per year. In fact, the Holy See 
possesses an enormous real estate portfolio even outside the 
Vatican City, partly specified by the 1929 Treaty: from the Palazzo 
del Sant'Uffizio in Piazza San Pietro to that of Propaganda Fide in 
Piazza di Spagna, from the Gregorian University to the Collegio 
Lombardo, from the basilica of San Francesco in Assisi to that of 
Sant'Antonio in Padua, from Villa Barberini to Castel Gandolfo, to the 
area of Santa Maria di Galeria which houses Vatican Radio, and 
which alone is larger than the territory of entire state (44 hectares). 

But these are but the crown jewels of a multinational which, 
according to a recent estimate,149 in 2003 it had 504 seminaries 
and 8779 schools in Italy alone, divided into 6228 kindergartens, 
1280 elementary, 1136 secondary and 135 university or para- 
university. In addition to 6105 assistance centers, divided into 1853 
nursing homes, 1669 centers for the "defense of life and family", 729 
orphanages, 534 family clinics, 399 nursery schools, 136 clinics and 
dispensaries and 111 hospitals, plus 674 other kind. 

It is naturally ironic, as well as illustrative of the aforementioned 
«Constantinian turning point», that to possess such a treasure, one 
that may be globally valued at a few hundred billion euros, and do 
not even pay taxes on it, mentioning that they draw inspiration from 
the teachings of someone who preached: “Blessed are the poor 


“,and "Give to Caesar what is Caesar's ", making (literally) miracles 
to allow his apostles to pay even one coin as tribute. 150 


[ 6 ] 
CATHOLICISM 


ALTHOUGH IT HAS by now exhausted the canonical texts of the 
Bible, our via crucis still has to stop at the stations of the doctrinal 
pronouncements enunciated by the ecumenical councils and by the 
supreme pontiffs: in particular, the formulations codified and 
summarized in the Catechism. 


THE TRINITY 


Since Christianity is also, if not primarily, a faith, it is defined by its 
fundamental beliefs, which naturally vary according to its sects. Over 
the centuries these beliefs have been systematized and codified into 
various professions of faith, more simply called "creeds", the first and 
simplest of which is probably that of Paul in the Letter to the 
Romans:1 


If you confess with your mouth that Jesus is Lord, and believe with 
your heart that God raised him from the dead, you will be saved. 


As can be seen, Paul distinguishes between "God" and "Lord", that 
is, between Creator and Savior: as he will repeat in the First Letter to 
Timothy, 2 "In fact, only one is God and one alone is the mediator 
between God and men, the man Christ Jesus". Furthermore, the 
Pauline Creed reduces the essence of Christianity to faith in the 
resurrection of the man Jesus, who by no means claims to be God: 
indeed, in the Letter to the Colossians3 he says that the former is 
seated to the right of the latter, which not even a contortionist could 
do with himself. 


Even the synoptic Gospels do not affirm the divinity of Jesus. On the 
contrary, they make him deny it, when he reacts to those who had 
called him good by exclaiming: «Why do you call me good? Nobody 
is good, if not God alone ».4 Or when, during the passion, he first 
turns to the Father saying: "Not my will but your will be done",5 and 
then asks him why he abandoned him. 6 

Even John, who also begins with a prologue in which Jesus is 
identified with the incarnation of the Greek Logos, that is, with the 
"Word" or the "Word", and who says that "in the beginning was the 
Word, and the Word was near God, and the Word was God ",7 when 
he passes from metaphorical poetry to realistic prose he makes 
Jesus declare at the Last Supper that "the Father is greater than 
me",8 and before the ascension that "| ascend to my Father and your 
Father, my God and your God". 9 

But with the progressive elaboration of the mythology relating to 
the earthly life of Jesus and its divine characteristics, the Creed 
passed to delimit the boundary between orthodoxy and the so-called 
heresies (from hairesis, "choice"): that is, between the bizarre 
Opinions imposed by hierarchy, religious and political, and those 


chosen independently (which were also, systematically, the least 
senseless on the square). 

One of the first formulations of the Creed was the so-called 
Symbol of the Apostles, metaphorically attributed to the twelve, one 
verse each: 


| believe in God, the Father almighty, Creator of heaven and earth. 


And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived of 
the Holy Spirit, was born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius 
Pilate, was crucified, died and was buried; descended into hell; on 
the third day he rose from the dead; he ascended to heaven, sits at 
the right hand of God, the Father almighty: from there he will come to 
judge the living and the dead. 


| believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy Catholic Church, the communion 
of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, life 
everlasting. 


Despite its fictitious attribution, the Symbol of the Apostles was 
actually composed between the second and fourth centuries, to 
counter one of the first heresies: that of Gnostic and Manichean 
origin according to which, being impure matter, Jesus had not had a 
physical body and had been a pure spirit. A heresy that lasted a 
thousand years, up to the Cathars (from katharoi, "pure") or 
Albigensians (from the French city of Albi), and which was 


eradicated only with the institution of the first Inquisition in 1184, the 
Albigensian crusade between 1209 and 1229, and the massacre of 
Montségur in 1244. 


The Symbol of the Apostles is still used today by the Western 
Churches, in particular by the Catholic Church, for the ceremony of 
baptism and for children's masses. Since it does not take a position 
on the Arius heresy, according to which children come after fathers, 
and therefore Jesus was neither eternal nor equal to the Father, this 
Creed was acceptable to some Aryans and continues to be so to 
some Unitarians, who recognize the moral authority of Jesus but 
they reject his divinity. The aforementioned heresy of Arius, which 
flourished in the third and fourth centuries among ecclesiastics and 
laity, did not deny the divinity of the Son, but considered him created 
by the Father. The latter, in particular, was considered the only true 
God, in accordance with the First Letter to the Corinthians: 10 

In reality, even if there are so-called gods both in heaven and on 
earth, and in fact there are many gods and many lords, for us there 
is only one God, the Father, from whom everything comes and we 
are for him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by virtue of whom all things 
exist and we exist for him. 

Arianism was Officially addressed by the First Ecumenical Council 
of the Church, convened in 325 by the Emperor Constantine in 
Nicaea, today's Turkish Iznik, in which epochal and high decisions 
were also taken such as ... the prohibition of self-abstraction: this 
was in fact practiced by perverts like Origen, who literally took the 
saying of Jesus that "there are eunuchs born in this way from the 
womb of the mother, there are some who have been made eunuchs 


by men, and there are others who have become eunuchs for the 
kingdom of heaven ». 11 

But, of course, the First Council went down in history because, 
after hearing Arius himself self- defense, it declared his heretical 
doctrine, excommunicated him, condemned his books to the stake 
and formulated the official doctrine of the Church in the so-called 
Nicene Creed. : 


We believe in one God, almighty Father, Creator of all things 
visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord, Jesus Christ, Son of God, [only begotten by the 
Father, that is, of the substance of the Father]: God from God, Light 
from Light, true God from true God, begotten, not created, of the 
same substance as the Father ; through him all things were created 
[in heaven and earth]. For us men and for our salvation he came 
down from heaven, he became incarnate, he became man, he died, 
the third day he rose again, he ascended to heaven and will come 
again to judge the living and the dead. 


We believe in the Holy Spirit. 

In particular, the Nicene Creed decrees that the Son is begotten, 
not created by the Father: that is, that he is to the Father not as a 
creature to his creator, for example a pot to the potter, but as a 
begotten to his generator, for example a fruit to the tree. And he 
adds that the two are of the same substance, an expression that 
translates the Greek term of Gnostic origin homoousion, 
"consubstantial" (from homo, "same", and ousia, "substance"), which 
had instead been condemned by the Synod of Antioch of 264-268: 


demonstrating that the inspiration of the Holy Spirit is not an 
insurance against the confusion of ideas that dwells in certain heads. 
Since Arius's heretical formulation was homoiousion (from homoi, 
"like", and ousia, "Substance"), which had only one more iota than 
officially adopted, the dispute spawned or created the expression "to 
differ by one iota." But the verbal balancing act adopted by the 
Council were not sufficient to oppose either Arianism or unitarianism. 
First of all, in fact, being "generated, not created" does not prevent 
one from following the generator in time: indeed, this is the case for 
all sensible uses of the verb "generate", in particular for children in 
relation to their parents (since this is precisely speaking). And then, 
being "of the same substance" does not prevent us from being the 
same person: possibly divided (yes) into several parts, as precisely 
proposed by Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, who because of 
this was deposed in 269. For this reason the Nicene Creed ended 
with an excommunication, now fallen, which said: "And those who 
say that there was a time when the Son was not, 


To remedy these and other problems, notably the binary heresy 
which denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit, a Second Ecumenical 
Council was convened by Emperor Theodosius | in 381 in 
Constantinople. It substantially revised the Nicene Creed, eliminating 
some expressions (indicated above in square brackets) and the final 
excommunication, adding a substantial number of affirmations 
(indicated below in italics) and passing from the plural to the 
singular: 


| believe in one God, almighty Father, Creator of heaven and earth, 
of all things visible and invisible. 


| believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ, Only Begotten Son of God, 
born of the Father before all ages: God from God, Light from Light, 
true God from true God, begotten, not created, of the same 
substance as the Father; through him all things were created. For us 
men and for our salvation he descended from heaven, and through 
the work of the Holy Spirit he became incarnate in the womb of the 
Virgin Mary and became man. He was crucified for us under Pontius 
Pilate, died and was buried. The third day he rose again, according 
to the Scriptures, he ascended to heaven, he sits at the right hand of 
the Father. And he will come again in glory to judge the living and the 
dead, and his kingdom will have no end. 


| believe in the Holy Spirit, who is Lord and gives life, and 
proceeds from the Father. With the Father and the Son he is 
worshiped and glorified, and has spoken through the prophets. 


| believe the Church, a catholic and apostolic saint. 


| confess only one Baptism for the forgiveness of sins. | await the 
resurrection of the dead and the life of the world to come. 


As can be seen, the new formulation combines and extends both the 
Nicene Creed and the Apostles’ Creed, establishing a nourished and 
contradictory mythology for both the Son and the Holy Spirit: in 
particular, asserting that the Son was generated by the Father before 
of all the centuries, but he was also incarnated in the Virgin Mary ina 
precise historical period; that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the 
Father without being generated by him, and therefore is his direct 
descendant but not a second Son; and that despite the relative 
relationships of generational and processional dependence, the 
three are still only one. 

With the Trinitarian dogma of the three persons in one substance, 
formulated for the first time in the third century by Tertulliani2 (to 
which, not surprisingly, the motto credo quia absurdum is attributed, 
"| believe because it is absurd"), Christian theology thus definitively 
abandons the terrain of logic and common sense, setting out on a 
path that will lead it over the centuries to become entangled in a 
pyrotechnic crescendo of increasingly surreal and embarrassing free 
associations, in order to become nothing more, as Jorge Luis Borges 
will say, than "a branch of fantastic literature”. 


Of course, the most sensible way of considering the Trinity would 
have been to see its three persons as three different modalities of 
one God: a conception called modalism or Sabellianism, named after 
its proponent Sabellius, naturally declared a heretic by Pope 
Callixtus | in 220. It would have been equally sensible to consider the 
Trinity as a set of three elements, one from the point of view of the 
whole and three from the point of view of the elements: this thesis 
was supported by Gilbert de la Porrée and, of course, it too was 
condemned. both from the Council of Paris in 1147 and from that of 


Reims the following year. Evidently, for the Church the trinitarian 
oxymoronic monotheism had to remain an empty linguistic formula, 
in the best metaphysical tradition, so as to allow the Pontifical 
Catechism satisfied that the Trinity is "the central mystery of faith 
and Christian life", as well as "a mystery inaccessible to human 
reason alone". This, however, only 13 from means that it is a literally 
incredible irrationality, because by definition one cannot believe what 
one does not understand: for men of good rationality, therefore, the 
delusion ends here. 


For the poor in spirit, however, obviously not. The Nicaea- 
Constantinople Creed has in fact been confirmed on several 
occasions: by the Council of Ephesus of 431, which established that 
it is complete and not further modifiable, and that those who reject it 
are excommunicated, to the Alliance of Lausanne in 1977, a 
manifesto adopted by 2300 Evangelical Churches around the world, 
which contains it as an integral part. Which of course did not prevent 
the Western Church (Roman Catholics and Protestants) from 
modifying it, with the clause of the Filioque, and other Churches of 
reject it: for example, to the Unitarians, who believe in the Father 
alone as a one but not triune God; or to Jehovah's Witnesses, who 
believe in one God but not one, and deny the divinity of the Holy 
Spirit; or to Mormons, who believe in a triune God but not one, 
keeping the three persons distinct; and so on, in every possible 
combination. 

Of course, the poor in spirit are just the hotheads who believed 
then, and believe today, that they believe in the Trinity. Certainly not 
those who, in cold blood, invented the whole thing to annex popular 
pagan beliefs to the nascent Christian faith on the one hand, and 


equally popular philosophical concepts on the other, ranging from the 
Egyptian theology of Alexandria to the Greek metaphysics of Plato. It 
is no coincidence that the Creed of Nicaea and Constantinople is 
considered by purists to be the birth certificate of the Great 
Apostasy: that is, the abandonment of the evangelical faith of Christ 
and the apostles and the passage to the doctrinal theology of the 
Church and of theologians, dominated by concepts of Greek 
philosophy (hypostasis, substance, essence and company) which 
Jesus and the early Christians would have found completely 
incomprehensible. 


MADONNA 


The Creed of Constantinople, in addition to settling the matter of the 
Trinity once and for all, had also added to the Nicene Creed the 
clause of the incarnation of Jesus "by the work of the Holy Spirit, in 
the womb of the Virgin Mary": this was all that it could be done on 
the basis of the evangelical "testimonies", that is, of the late and 
false myths present only in Matthew and Luke. Which, even if they 
were not invented, would still rest only on the only testimony of the 
mother: that is, literally, of a young lady who became pregnant with 
someone who was not her boyfriend. 


Among the many possible rational explanations, the most sensible is 
that the attribution of paternity to "an angel" was nothing more than a 
naive justification for an escapade: an explanation shared by Joseph 
himself in the apocryphal Gospel of the Pseudo-Matthew,14 as well 
as from Celsus in the True Discourse and from the entire rabbinic 
tradition. Both the latter, in particular the Toledot Jeshu 


("Genealogies of Jesus"), and Celsus state that a Roman soldier 
named Panthera (an anagrammatic adaptation of parthenos, "virgin") 
had put the girl down: 15 


Is it not true, my good lord, that you yourself fabricated the story of 
your virgin birth, to silence the gossip about the true and unpleasant 
circumstances of your origins? Could it be that, far from being born 
in Bethlehem, the royal city of David, you saw the light in a poor 
country town, from a woman who earned a living by weaving and 
spinning? Could it be that when her dishonesty was discovered, that 
is, when it was learned that she was pregnant with a Roman soldier 
named Panthera, her husband - the carpenter - repudiated her and 
she was accused of adultery? And in fact, isn't it true that in her 
misfortune, wandering away from home, she gave birth to a male 
child in silence and humiliation? 

If true, the Church would be nothing more than the surreal cover 
of a colossal misunderstanding. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
she is forced to believe instead in the most irrational explanation, 
however implausible: the singular fact, that is, that Mary conceived 
her son without human intervention. Singular, but not single, being a 
divinely assisted procreation already been anticipated in the 
conception of Isaac, even if in that case no council was careful to 
specify in detail the particular circumstances of the unusual event. 
Certainly in the case of Jesus it was not a matter of virginal birth in 
the literal sense of parthenogenesis (from parthenos, "virgin", and 
genesis, "birth"), because it does not require any fertilization. Nor 
could it have been the heterologous fertilization by the Holy Spirit of 
an ovum of Mary, because otherwise Jesus would be only a 
demigod: like Hercules, son of Zeus and Alcmena, who was often 


considered a prefiguration of her. The conception of Jesus must then 
have occurred through the implantation of an egg already fertilized: 
therefore, not only is Joseph a putative father, but Maria is a 
surrogate mother who has limited herself to renting the uterus. 
Where the genetic material of Jesus comes from is not known, but it 
certainly was not produced in a natural way: more than a Genetically 
Modified Organism, he is then an example of Artificial Life. 


These are the dilemmas in which one becomes entangled when one 
conceives a true God who becomes a true man and is born of a true 
woman, being moreover already "born of the Father before all ages": 
dilemmas which, however, are not posed to the beginnings of 
Christianity. For example, in the Letter to the Galatians16 Paul limits 
himself to saying that "God sent his Son, born of woman", without 
mentioning any prodigious birth: probably because, as we have 
seen, he considered Jesus not God but a human mediator, and 
therefore did not have to explain in any way particularly his birth. 
Similarly, in the Letter to the Romans17 he says that Jesus was 
"born of the lineage of David according to the flesh and was made 
the Son of God with power according to the Spirit of sanctification 
through the resurrection from the dead": translated, Jesus was only 
a man whom God had raised. 


Be that as it may, at a certain point the problem arose and it was 
necessary to decide whether Mary was only Christotokos, 
"Cristipara" or "Mother of Christ", or also Theotokos, "Deipara" or 
"Mother of God" (from theos, "god », And tokos,« to give birth »): that 
is, if she had given birth only to the Man Jesus or also to the Jesus 


God. Nestorius, patriarch of Constantinople, favored the first option, 
implying that the two aspects could be separated. But the Council of 
Ephesus of 431 declared him a heretic, excommunicated him and 
established that the correct doctrine was the other: that is, the 
divinity and humanity of Jesus were inseparable and therefore the 
woman had also given birth to God, through man. 

Of course, this was another "mystery of faith", since one could 
not understand what it meant. The Church got away with devising a 
mantra for the faithful to sing, to numb the mind of those who still 
woke her up: "O Deipara, your womb has contained him whom the 
whole universe could not contain". Dante will put it all in verse in the 
last canto of Paradise: 18 


Virgin Mother, daughter of your son, humble and lofty more than a 
creature, fixed term of eternal counsel, you are the one whom 
human nature ennobled so, that her steward did not disdain to make 
herself his work. 


The Assyrian Church, on the other hand, was less inspired and 
decided that it had enough: it recognized neither the Council of 
Ephesus nor the following and went on its way, establishing a 
tradition 

Nestorian that still exists today in Iraq, Iran and_ India. 
Nevertheless, twenty years after Ephesus the problem of the natures 
of Jesus was again on the table: this time through the Monophysite 
theory (from monos, "one", and physis, "nature") proposed by 
Eutyches, Archimandrite in Constantinople, according to which 


Jesus had a unique nature, at the same time human and divine, and 
therefore a body that was not purely human. 


The Synod of Constantinople of 448 declared monophysitism 
heretical, and excommunicated Eutyches. The Synod of Ephesus of 
449 overturned the verdict, and instead deposed the opponents of 
Eutyches. The Council of Chalcedon of 451, the fourth ecumenical, 
overturned the reversal and proclaimed that in Jesus, "true God and 
true man", the two human and divine natures were united but 
distinct: a contradictory solution, analogous to that already adopted 
for the Trinity. This time it was the Eastern Orthodox Church that had 
had enough and went its own way, establishing the Monophysite 
tradition of the Christians of Armenia, Georgia, Syria, Ethiopia and 
the Copts of Egypt, which has survived to this day. 


In an attempt to contain the schism with the Monophysites, Patriarch 
Sergius | of Constantinople proposed the Monothelite theory (from 
monos, "one", and thelos, "will"), according to which Jesus had two 
natures, but only one will: also because, as we would say today, only 
schizophrenics can have two distinct wills. Pope Honorius spoke out 
in favor of Monothelism in 634, but in the Third Council of 
Constantinople of 680-681 he was excommunicated post mortem 
and declared a heretic. Incidentally, this conciliar condemnation of a 
papal pronouncement, later confirmed by subsequent pontiffs, was 
(in vain) brought as proof of non-infallibility in the debate at Vatican 
Council | which preceded its proclamation as dogma. 

To return to the Council of Constantinople, however, once again 
there were those who had had enough: the Maronites of Lebanon, 


who take their name from their founder Marone, and who a few 
years ago were in the news as one of the three factions of the civil 
war in the country. 


Thus, after seven centuries of disputes and the successive 
excommunications of Arianism, Nestorianism, Monophysitism and 
Monothelism, Catholic Christology was therefore completely defined, 
whose essential features are summarized as follows by the 
Catechism: 19 "Jesus is inseparably true God and true man", 
"perfect in his divinity and perfect in his humanity", "generated by the 
Father according to divinity and born of the Virgin Mary according to 
humanity", "with two natures, the divine and the human, not 
confused but united "," with a divine will and a human will "and" with 
a true human body ". 


On the other hand, Mariology remained to be completed, hitherto 
limited to the virginal conception of Mary by the Holy Spirit and her 
qualification as Deipara, according to the formula "Virgin and Mother 
of God". But since the canonical Gospels are extremely sparing of 
information on Mary, an even more unbridled use of the imagination 
can be foreseen than in the case of Jesus. 

First of all, in the absence of official information, the Church has 
not disdained to draw on the unofficial ones of the apocryphal 
particular, to the Gospel of the Pseudo-Matthew, which explicitly 
enunciates the myth of perpetual virginity saying that Mary "virgin 
conceived, virgin gave birth, virgin remained", and that the 
incredulous midwife who wanted to "touch" the prodigy was dried up 
the limb.20 It is this myth that forces those who believe it to remove 


the expression "brothers and sisters of Jesus", used quietly by the 
canonical Gospels,21 embarrassingly interpreting her as "half- 
siblings" (on the father's side) or "cousins". 

Of course, not everyone initially accepted Mary's perpetual 
virginity. For Marcion, she had lost her at the moment of the 
conception of Jesus, which took place in a humanly sexual way. For 
Gioviniano, the loss occurred at the moment of childbirth, which took 
place according to the normal and prosaic modalities. For Tertullian, 
after the divine parenthesis of the firstborn, Our Lady had other sons 
and daughters in the canonical way: those, in fact, that the Gospels 
call her brothers and sisters. 

This latter opinion, among other things, is based on a passage 
from Matthew, 22 which says that Joseph 

"He did not know her until [heos] she gave birth to her firstborn 
[prototokon]": which of course is very different from saying "she gave 
birth to a son without his knowing her", as the official CEI edition 
betrays in bad faith (pretending to forget that the Vulgate translated 
faithfully into Latin, with donec and primogenitum). 

To avoid misunderstandings even in their own censored version, 
the bishops however hasten to comment: "Matthew does not deal 
with the subsequent condition of Mary, with her perpetual virginity, 
which is the dogma of the Catholic faith". And instead, although the 
uncensored version does not necessarily imply sexual intercourse or 
subsequent children, not only does it not exclude them, but suggests 
them both: not surprisingly, the Creed of Constantinople speaks of 
the "Only Begotten Son of God", certainly not of the "firstborn ". An 
expression, the latter, which is instead also used by Luca,23 in a 
verse that the usual bishops comment on saying: "Firstborn does not 
mean that Mary had other children". Which is true, but it means even 
less that he didn't have them. 


In any case, the Lateran Synod of 649 established that Mary 
remained a virgin "before, during and after the birth". The 
sexophobic Fathers of the Church specified that she conceived 
Jesus without pleasure and gave birth to him without pain, letting him 
pass through the hymen like a light through a glass, and opening 
and closing the uterus like a shell that makes the pearl come out. 
Even if, to give Caesar what is Caesar's, an accurate assisted 
fertilization would have been sufficient to preserve virginity at 
conception, a caesarean section (in fact) to maintain it during 
childbirth, and an abstinence from "according to nature" intercourse 
to confirm it later. 


The theological explanations of Mary's perpetual virginity, on the 
other hand, make the lambs laugh, because they are based solely 
on hair-pulling prophecies. Specifically, virginity during childbirth on 
"the virgin will conceive and give birth to a son" of Isaiah:24 among 
other things, a passage in which the original Hebrew speaks only of 
almah, "girl", and not of betulah, "virgin". And virginity after childbirth 
on "this door will remain closed, it will not be opened and no one will 
pass through it, because Yahweh has passed" by Ezekiel:25 a 
passage, this, in which we are talking about a door of the sanctuary, 
and certainly not about Mary's vagina! 


Undaunted, the Council of Trent reaffirmed the doctrine in 1555, with 
the Ecclesiastical Constitution Cum Quorundam ("Since"). And the 
Catechism26 confirms: "Mary remained a virgin in the conception of 


her Son, a virgin in childbirth, a pregnant virgin, a virgin mother, a 
perpetual virgin". Both, of course, oblivious to Luther's remark that 
"the Scriptures do not quibble or speak of Mary's virginity after the 
birth of Christ: a matter of which the hypocrites are very concerned, 
as if it were something of the utmost importance, upon which the 
whole salvation ". 27 

After 649, the mythography of Mary, now called Madonna (from 
the Latin Mea Domina, "My Lady", analogous to the English Milady, 
"My Lady"), was frozen for more than a millennium, to resume 
unexpectedly in the last two centuries with the proclamation of two 
new Marian dogmas: the Immaculate Conception by Pius IX in 1854 
and the Assumption into Heaven by Pius XIl in 1950. According to 
the formulas of their official proclamations, the the first means that 
"Mary was preserved intact from every stain of original sin", and the 
second that she "was assumed to heavenly glory in body and soul". 

As can be imagined from the fact that these dogmas were 
formulated nearly two millennia after the alleged existence of the 
person concerned, they are nothing more than pure castles in the air. 
The first, for example, overturns the contrary scholastic tradition, 
from Bernard to Thomas, and limits himself to climbing on the 
mirrors of the formula used by the angel at the Annunciation: "Hail, 
full of grace".28 And, even, on the verse of Genesis 29 in which 
Yahweh says to the serpent, after the fall: "I will put enmity between 
you and the woman, between her offspring and your offspring: this 
will crush your head and you will sneak up on her heel." 


In reality, the Immaculate Conception was born as a simple popular 
belief, supported by the naive Franciscans and opposed by the 
cultured Dominicans, starting with Thomas Aquinas. In 1483 the 


Franciscan (and nepotist) Pope Sixtus IV established December 8 as 
his feast, and on December 8, 1854 Pius IX proclaimed his dogma in 
the Apostolic Constitution Ineffabilis Deus ("God Ineffable") on the 
basis of a referendum between the bishops held in 1849, in which 
570 prelates out of 665 responded positively to the dilemma 
"whether there are testimonies in Sacred Scripture that solidly prove 
Mary's immaculate conception". That is, as Nietzsche would say, "in 
theology there are no facts, only opinions", and truth is determined 
by an agreement not with things, but between people. 


Evidently, however, Heaven is also adapting to the decisions of the 
Vatican, given that in 1858, just four years after the proclamation of 
the dogma, Our Lady appeared eighteen times in Lourdes to an 
illiterate 14-year-old named Bernadette Soubirous. On March 25, the 
day of the Annunciation, after refusing three times to respond to the 
request to say her name, perhaps because she knew that the little 
girl had been primed by the parish priest, on the fourth the apparition 
revealed in dialect: Que soy era Immaculada Conceptiou, «Mi sun 
IImaculada Cuncesiun». 


Naive people like us would limit themselves to commenting: "But 
varda la combinasiun!" A pope like Pius XIl wrote an entire 
encyclical in 1957 entitled Le Pélerinage de Lourdes ("The Lourdes 
Pilgrimage"),30 which reads: 

Certainly the infallible word of the Roman pontiff, authentic 
interpreter of revealed truth, did not need any celestial confirmation 
[sic] to validate the faith of believers. But with what emotion and 
gratitude the Christian people and their shepherds learned from 


Bernadette's lips the answer from heaven: "| am the Immaculate 
Conception"! 

Today, in the basilica duly raised to commemorate the event, and 
visited every year by five million people, there is a plaque with the 
bishop's certification that "Our Lady really appeared to Bernadette", 
and two medallions with portraits of Pius IX, for obvious reasons, 
and of Pius X, who in 1907 established the feast of the Apparition of 
Our Lady of Lourdes. Pius Xl, not to be outdone, canonized 
Bernadette on 8 December 1933, the day of the Immaculate 
Conception. 

Naturally, those of Lourdes were neither the first nor the last 
apparitions of Our Lady. After all, the basilica of Santa Maria 
Maggiore in Rome had already been built following a supposed 
apparition of Mary to the pope and to a Roman patrician on the night 
between 4 and 5 August 352, and its plan would have been 
designed by a miraculous and limited snowfall that occurred that 
same night. 

Among the numerous appearances in the news, which were 
estimated at around 21,000 in the second millennium, the most 
interesting are those that reveal a goliardic or perverted nature, 
depending on the point of view, in those who testified to them. For 
example, Bernard of Clairvaux even drank milk from the Virgin's 
breast and sensually embraced Jesus on the cross, in episodes that 
became the subjects of various Lactatio Bernardi and Amplexus 
Bernardi, for the edification of the faithful and the amusement of 
psychoanalysts. 

As with glossolalia, however, the phenomenon of apparitions is 
also well known and understood: it is called pareidolia, "false 
appearance" (from para, "beyond", and eidolon, "image") and it is a 
matter of a perception of forms real that are falsely interpreted as 


fantastic images, generally of an anthropomorphic nature, in a 
conscious or unconscious way. An example of a _ conscious 
interpretation is that proposed by Leonardo as a creative training: 
trying to see, that is, figures in the spots of humidity or in the clouds. 
Another is Rorschach's psychological tests, in which a subject has to 
say what simple inkblots bring to mind. 


An unconscious use is instead the normal habit of cognitively 
completing perceptually underdetermined stimuli: for example, 
seeing the features of a face in the shadows of the lunar disk, as in 
the film Journey into the Moon by Georges Meliés, 1902. If combined 
with apophenia (from apo , "Via" or "da", and phaino, "monster"), 
which is a psychotic tendency to see unmotivated and exceptional 
connections between disconnected and banal events, it instead 
causes the abnormal phenomenon of apparitions: especially in 
subjects of intelligence and culture below the average, like those 
who usually tell them. 

But not only that, since recent popes have also experienced 
them. First of all Pius XII, according to the first-hand testimony of 
Cardinal Federico Tedeschini,31 which perfectly illustrates both the 
phenomena of pareidolia and apophenia: 


It was October 30, 1950 - he told me -, the eve of the day that the 
entire Catholic world was waiting with impatience, that of the solemn 
definition of the Assumption into Heaven of the Most Holy Virgin 
Mary. At about four in the afternoon, | was taking my usual walk in 
the Vatican gardens, reading and studying, as usual, some office 
papers. [...] At a certain point, as | looked up from the sheets in my 


hand, | was struck by a phenomenon that appeared as an opaque, 
pale yellow globe, completely surrounded by a luminous circle, 
which, however, did not prevent me from looking at the star carefully, 
without causing the slightest discomfort. A very light cloud was in 
front of it like a diaphragm. The opaque globe moved outward, 
slightly, rotating and simultaneously moving from right to left and vice 
versa. But, inside the globe, there were, very clear and 
uninterrupted, very strong motions. The same phenomenon was 
repeated the next day, October 31, and November 1, the day of the 
definition; then on 8 November, the eighth of this solemnity. Then, 
nothing more. 

The phenomenon of the "rotating sun" belongs to the mythology 
of Fatima, where it took place publicly on October 13, 1917: it is 
naively interpreted as an apparition of the Madonna, although it is 
probably only a manifestation of the ball lightning studied in 1955 by 
the Nobel Prize for physicist Piotr Kapitza. The reference to the 
Assumption, on the other hand, concerns the dogma that Pius XIl 
himself proclaimed in the Marian year 1950, with the Apostolic 
Constitution Munificientissimus Deus ("The Most Munificent God"). 

This Constitution also proclaims the death and resurrection of 
Mary, which took place before the Assumption, but (her goodness) 
not infallibly: in some things, in fact, one must go with lead feet, to 
avoid making mistakes ... For now the pope and with it the faithful 
already have the certainty that Our Lady has been assumed into 
heaven "at the end of the course of earthly life", but they still have to 
wait patiently for future pronouncements to have further details on 
the final stages of this course. 


We can now guess how this certainty was reached in the case of the 
Assumption, also because this time we could not find any 
evangelical references: obviously there was a survey of the bishops, 
commissioned in 1946 with the encyclical Deiparae Virginis Mariae 
("Della Deipara Vergine Maria "), in which the pope declared that he" 
ardently desired to know if you, venerable brothers, in your doctrine 
and prudence, believe that the bodily assumption of the Blessed 
Virgin can be proposed and defined as a dogma of faith, and 
whether this is also desired by your clergy and your people ”. That is, 
vox populi, vox Dei. Although, of course, different peoples speak with 
different voices. 

Thus, while Catholics celebrate the Assumption on August 15, on 
the same day the Orthodox celebrate the Dormition of the 
Theotokos: that is, the death of Mary, represented in countless icons 
of the same name. Obviously, this is also studded with miraculous 
events: first of all the teleportation to his bedside of the apostles, 
who were by now scattered around the world to disseminate the 
Word. Only Thomas arrived three days late and when he went with 
the others to the tomb he found it empty, according to family habits. 


The Protestants, on the other hand, reject not only the scandalous 
Marian dogmas, but also and above all the adoration of Mary which 
they solemnly sanction, and which they call Marianism or mariolatry. 
Despite the scandalized official denials, which since the Second 
Council of Nicaea in 787 are under the illusion of exorcising the 
phenomenon by simply calling it hyperdulia, "superveneration" (from 
hyper, "above", and doylia, "cult"), the Madonna has in fact now 
taken Catholicism plays the role of an unofficial divine "fourth 
person", to fill the evident need for feminine sweetness, or sweet 


femininity, both absent in the masculine mythology of the Trinity and 
in the truculent iconography of Jesus. As well as, of course, to 
provide a occasion of amorous sublimation to the repressed 
sexuality of a forcibly celibate clergy. 


The prayers addressed to the Madonna, still unknown to Augustine 
but already popular in the sixth century, range from the single Hail 
Marys to the iterated ones of the Rosary, from the Salve Regina to 
the Magnificat, and her festivities dot the entire liturgical year. And 
the latest popes have competed to present themselves as his 
paladins: Paul VI, for example, systematized his veneration in 1974 
in the Apostolic Exhortation Marialis Cultus ("The Marian Worship"). 
As for John Paul Il, he even chose to unite Mary to Jesus in his 
pontifical coat of arms, in which the "M" of the first stands out under 
the cross of the second, and to dedicate himself to her with the motto 
Totus Tuus, "All Yours". 

Although he did not accept the petitions, signed among others by 
Mother Teresa of Calcutta, to proclaim Coredemption, that is, the 
cooperative role of Mary in the redemption from original sin by 
Jesus, as the fifth Marian dogma, his devotion to Our Lady often 
trespassed in the ridiculous. For example, when he claimed to see a 
"significant connection" between the attack in St. Peter's Square on 
May 13, 1981 and the first apparition in Fatima on May 13, 1917, 
declaring that "it was a maternal hand that guided the trajectory of 
the bullet. and the dying Pope stopped on the threshold of death ",32 
and by setting the bullet in the crown of the statue of Our Lady at 
Fatima. 

On the other hand, his gullibility about Fatima was even higher 
than that of the seer Lucia herself, who at least at times showed 


some glimmer of mental clarity or ethical remorse. For example, in a 
letter dated June 5, 1936 addressed to Father José Bernardo 
Gongalves, his spiritual advisor: 

| come to tell you, most reverend father, that now more than ever 
| fear that | have let myself be deluded by my imagination and that it 
may be that | am talking to myself when inwardly | think | am talking 
to God. diabolical illusion, and that so | am deceiving you, reverend 
father, and the holy Church. 

Although another letter of hers, this time to Pius XIl of December 
2, 1940, suggests that she was rather the victim of circumvention of 
the incapable: 


Most Holy Father, | never thought of writing to Your Holiness, 
knowing my incapacity and insufficiency. But since the people who 
speak to me in the name of our good God (one of whom is His Most 
Reverend Excellency the Bishop of Gurza, whom Your Holiness 
knows personally) tell me that this is the divine will,33 | come to 
renew a request which several times has already been brought to 
the feet of Your Holiness and, first, to His Holiness Pius XI: the 
Consecration of Russia. 


From whomever this tricky request came, the fact remains that it was 
repeatedly satisfied: by Pius XIl in 1942 and 1952, by Paul VI in 
1964, and by John Paul Il in 1981, 1983 and 1984. The first had also 
noticed significant coincidences between her affairs in Rome and 
those of Our Lady in Fatima: in addition to the aforementioned vision 
of the rotating sun on the occasion of the proclamation of the dogma 
of the Assumption, also the punctuality with which she appeared, for 


the first time, on the same day in which he he was consecrated 
bishop by Benedict XV in the Sistine Chapel. As for the second, he 
went on a pilgrimage to Fatima on May 13, 1967, as did the third on 
May 13, 1982, 1992 and 2000. 

On this last occasion, the apex of the Marian delirium was 
reached, when in the august and silent presence of the new Isaac, 
the secretary of state solemnly declared that the Polish pope was the 
object of the so-called "third secret", which the document Secret of 
Fatima issued on June 26, 2000 by the Congregation for the 
Doctrine of the Faith, signed by the then Cardinal Ratzinger, finally 
made public: 

And we saw, in an immense light that is God "something similar 
to how you see people in a mirror when they pass in front of it" a 
Bishop dressed in White "we had the presentiment that it was the 
Holy Father".34 Various other Bishops, Priests, and men and women 
religious go up a steep mountain, on top of which there was a large 
Cross of rough trunks as if it were made of cork with the bark; the 
Holy Father, before arriving there, crossed a large city half in ruins 
and half trembling with a vacillating step, afflicted with pain and pain, 
praying for the souls of the corpses he met on his way; arrived at the 
top of the mountain, kneeling at the foot of the great Cross, he was 
killed by a group of soldiers who shot him various shots of guns and 
arrows [sic], and in the same way the Bishops Priests died one after 
the other, religious men and women and various secular people, 
men and women of various classes and positions. 


That this surreal script was seen not as an alternative draft of the 
episode of the Pope's shooting in the Milky Way by Luis Bunuel, but 
as the prophecy of an attack that took place on an open square, in 


the middle of which there is a large Egyptian obelisk in stone, in a 
modern and living city, to a pope who walked upright in an 
uncovered car, joyful and blessing, and in which absolutely no one 
died, it is a true miracle of Our Lady of Fatima: in fact, Nature alone it 
does not succeed in darkening the minds of the faithful so much. 


THE EUCHARIST AND THE PRIESTHOOD 


After the celestial definitions of Christology and Mariology, which had 
occupied a good part of the first millennium and its first eight 
ecumenical councils, the Church devoted itself in the Middle Ages to 
more earthly questions, linked above all to the organization of its 
own insiders: from the consecration of bishops (First Lateran 
Council, 1123) to the discipline of the clergy (Second Lateran 
Council, 1139) and the election of the pope (Third Lateran Council, 
1179). And then, perhaps more interestingly for outsiders, the 
rituality of the sacraments, "consecrations" (from the Latin sacer, 
"sacred"): first of all, of course, theEucharist, 

"Thanksgiving" (from the Greek eu, "good", and charis, "grace"), 
which would be "the very sacrifice of the Body and Blood of the Lord 
Jesus, which he instituted to perpetuate over the centuries, until his 
return, the 

sacrifice of the Cross ». 35 

About its establishment, the Catechism 36 refers to this passage 
from the First letter to Corinthians: 37 


In fact, | received from the Lord what | in turn transmitted to you; the 
Lord Jesus, on the night in which he was betrayed, took some bread 
and, after giving thanks, broke it and said: «This is my body, which is 


for you; Do this in memory of me". Likewise, after having supper, he 
also took the cup, saying: “This cup is the New Covenant in my 
blood; do this, every time you drink it, in memory of me ». 


Now, we already know that Paul never met Jesus: to say that he 
received history directly from the Lord is therefore only a euphemism 
to say that he invented it himself, at least as regards the details. 
Punctually, John does not even speak of the episode, while the only 
one of the synoptics that carries the phrase "do this in memory of 
me" is Luca,38 that even transcribes the passage of Paul literally, yet 
another confirmation of his doubly indirect source of inspiration. 

Nonetheless, commenting on the sweetened version of Matteo 
39 the official CE] edition declares, undeterred: 

«The clarity and precision of the language of Christ exclude any 
metaphorical meaning; the omnipotence of his word guarantees the 
reality of the miracle ». Even if, with regard to clarity and precision, it 
must be remembered that that exclusion and that guarantee were 
established only in 1215 by the Fourth Lateran Council with the 
controversial doctrine of transubstantiation, "change of substance", 
so defined by Catechism: 40 


Transubstantiation it means the conversion of the whole substance 
of the bread into the substance of the Body of Christ, and of the 
whole substance of the wine into the substance of his Blood. This 
conversion takes place in the Eucharistic prayer, through the efficacy 
of the word of Christ and the action of the Holy Spirit. However, the 
sensitive characteristics of bread and wine, that is, the "Eucharistic 
species", remain unaltered. 41 


To understand this definition, which constitutes one of the peaks of 
theological surrealism, one must naturally understand the concept of 
"substance", which is in turn one of the peaks of philosophical 
surrealism. The idea goes back to Aristotle, who distinguished in 
things their true "essence" (in Greek oysia, translated into Latin 
precisely as substantia) from their inessential "accidents": for 
example, in the host, its abstract "being host" from the concrete 
properties of being made of wheat bread, and of having a white color 
and round shape. 

The literal surrealism of the matter lies in the fact of believing that 
the essences of things have an existence independent of their 
accidents: indeed, that they constitute in a certain sense the "true" 
metaphysical reality, beyond the "apparent" physical reality which 
manifests itself in these. A philosophical belief still in vogue during 
the Scholastics, which found its theological application in the 
doctrine of transubstantiation, according to which the consecration of 
the host leaves the accidents of bread unchanged, but changes its 
substance in that of the body of Christ. 


But a belief that has long since dissolved like snow in the sun of 
modern thought. Today, in fact, linguistics simply identifies 
substances and accidents with the subjects and predicates of 
discourse, indicated respectively by nouns and adjectives: not by 
chance, "substance" and "noun" both mean what "lies beneath" 
(from Latin sub, "under", and stare, "stare") the speech, and 
"accident" and "adjective" what "has fallen" (from accide, "to fall on 
him") or "has been thrown" (from iacere, "Throw") on subjects. 


Logic and mathematics, then, deconstruct the substance in 
accidents, reducing the essence of things to subsets of their 
properties: more precisely, to minimal sets of properties from which 
all the others descend. For example, the infinite accidental properties 
of Euclidean space can be axiomatized by means of a finite number 
of essential properties, from which all the others can be completely 
derived. Among other things, since the possible complete 
axiomatizations are many, and variously incompatible with each 
other, we can no longer even speak of the "essence" of a thing, in 
the singular, and instead we must speak of "essences", in the plural: 
all contingent , and none needed. 

Finally, science similarly identifies substance with the structure of 
things and accidents with their superstructure: in particular, by 
reducing substance to a physico-chemical description, expressed 
through a formula or a project. This certainly does not exclude the 
possibility of literal transubstantiations: on the contrary, they happen, 
without miracles, every time that a chemical reaction produces the 
transformation of one substance into another, simply by recombining 
the same components into a new compound. But equally surely it 
excludes the possibility, or even only sensible, to speak of 
transubstantiation from a structure of starches such as the host to 
one of proteins such as meat, without changing one into the other: 
not to mention, of course, the fact that the structure of the flesh of 
Christ should be enclosed in a human DNA, which of course is not 
present in a host. 

The dogma of transubstantiation thus clashes with the whole of 
modern thought, and in particular with the reduction of substances to 
accidents typical of science in general, and of chemical atomism in 
particular. A conflict, this, which came to light since 1623, when 
inAssayer42 Galileo openly took a stand in favor of this reduction: 


Therefore | say that | feel well drawn by necessity, as soon as | 
conceive a material or corporeal substance, to conceive together 
that it is finished and figurative of this or that figure, that in relation to 
others it is large or small, which 'she is in this or that place, in this or 
that time, that she moves or stands still, that she touches or does not 
touch another body, that she is one, few or many, nor by any 
imagination can | separate it from these conditions. 


It remains a hypothesis 43 that this very conflict was the substantial 
cause of the trial a Galileo of 1633, behind the accidental accusation 
of heliocentrism. But it is a fact that the Catholic doctrine of the 
Eucharist is based on a philosophical anachronism that is now seen 
as incompatible not only with scientific rationality, but also with 
simple theological reasonableness: even the popes know this very 
well, who in fact complain about it. . Pius XII in 1950, for example, in 
the encyclical Humani Generis ("Of the Human Kind"): 44 


Nor are there lacking those who argue that the doctrine of 
transubstantiation, as founded on an antiquated concept of 
substance, must be corrected in such a way as to reduce the real 
presence of Christ in the Eucharist to a symbolism. 

O Paul VI in 1965, in the encyclical Mysterium Fidei ("The 
mystery of faith"): 45 


Who could tolerate that the dogmatic formulas used by the 
Ecumenical Councils for the mysteries of the Holy Trinity and the 
Incarnation are judged no longer suitable for the men of our time? 


[...] Those formulas express concepts that are not linked to a certain 
form of culture, not to a certain phase of scientific progress, not to 
one or the other theological school, but they present what the human 
mind perceives of reality in the universal and necessary experience: 
and therefore such formulas are intelligible to men of all times and all 
places. 


Sara. But this is certainly not the case, given that among Western 
Christians, Catholics are left alone in believing the presence of Christ 
in the Eucharist "true, real, substantial and transubstantial", 
according to the formula established by the Council of Trent in 1551 
and reaffirmed in theCatechism.46 A formula built on purpose to 
impose a literal interpretation of the tale of the Last Supper, to be 
contrasted with the various literary interpretations, more acute or 
less obtuse, proposed by the Protestants. 

For example, the Zwinglians read that story as purely symbolic, 
and they see the Eucharist as a figurative representation. Calvinists 
believe that in the host Christ is present in a virtual way for believers 
only, and that it constitutes idolatry to worship it autonomously. 
Lutherans believe that the substance of the body of Christ does not 
replace that of bread, but adds to it in a sort of consubstantiality. 

The most radical, and therefore the most rational, position, 
however, is that of the Anglicans, who borrow it from the famous 
"argument of common sense" proposed in 1684 by the Archbishop of 
Canterbury John Tillotson in the Discourse against 
transubstantiation. The argument is limited to the observation that if 
there really existed hosts having all the accidents of bread but the 
substance of the flesh, then the possibility of any sensible knowledge 
would disappear, because of anything one could doubt that it is in 


reality completely different from what appears. And the possibility of 
the Eucharist itself would also disappear, because if there is no way 
to verify after the consecration that the substance of a host is that of 
the flesh, there is also no way to verify before it is that of bread. , as 
it must be for the rules of the game. 47 


Tillotson's argument was then taken up again in 1781 by Immanuel 
Kant in the Critique of Pure Reason, to dismantle the so-called trial 
ontology of the existence of God proposed in 1077 by Anselmo 
d'Aosta in the Proslogion. The test was simply to define God as a 
most perfect being, in the manner of theCatechism,48 and in 
deducing that it exists because existence is a perfection. Kant's 
argument is limited to the observation that if existence were a 
perfection, or more generally a property or an accident, then the 
possibility of any existential affirmation would disappear, because 
saying anything that exists would add a property to it. , and would 
make it different from the thing it claims to exist. 


Returning to transubstantiation, Eastern Christians accept its 
doctrine but avoid using its terminology, preferring to speak of 
metabolism, "change" or "mutation": using, ironically, a term under 
which today the biological processes of food transformation fall like 
the host in a fabric like flesh. Just as they prefer to profess a self- 
styled Pius Silence on the precise moment in which the change of 
substance would take place: a moment that, as we have already 
seen, the omniscient Catholics know instead to situate themselves 
"in the Eucharistic prayer", or rather at the act of pronouncing a 
magic formula from part of a priest. 


Which, according to the Catechism, 49 he must be male and 
celibate. Male, because all apostles were. And celibate, although 
some of them were not: not even Peter, the first pope, whose 
mother-in-law appears in the Gospels, whom Jesus heals from fever 
in an aspirin- miracle.50 And although even Paul wondered 
rhetorically, in the First Letter to the Corinz/:51 "Don't we have the 
right to take a believing woman with us, as do the other apostles and 
brothers of the Lord and Peter?" Although, regarding marriage, in the 
same letter he had already said in general: 52 

| would like to see you without worries: whoever is not married 
cares about the things of the Lord, how he can please the Lord; who 
is married, on the other hand, cares about the things of the world, 
how he can please his wife, and finds himself divided! [...] This | say 
for your good, not to throw a snare, but to direct you to what is 
worthy and keeps you united to the Lord without distractions. [...] In 
conclusion, he who marries his virgin does well, and whoever does 
not marry her does better. 


In the first millennium, however, no request for celibacy was 
formalized by any Church, neither Western nor Eastern. Even if, 
from the beginning, for reasons of ritual purity, the celebrants were 
forbidden to have sexual intercourse on the night before the 
celebration, traditionally referring to two verses of theLeviticus:53 
"The woman and the man who have had a relationship with seminal 
emission will be unclean until evening", and "no man of the lineage 
of Aaron who has had a seminal emission will be able to eat holy 
things until he is world". 


Norms of sexual chastity were established starting from the fourth 
century, but this did not mean that priests ceased to be husbands, 
lovers and fathers. For example, among the popes of the first 
millennium, a dozen were children of priests, and four even of other 
popes: Innocent | (401-417), Silverio (536-537), Anastasius III (911- 
913) and John XI (931) -935), sons of Anastasio | (399-401), 
Ormisda (514-523) and Sergio Ill (904-911) respectively. And the 
habits were so widespread that, when Pope Gregory VII issued a 
first decree of celibacy in 1074, the European clergy violently 
rebelled, especially in Germany, France and Spain. 

The decree was then reiterated in various forms by the Lateran 
Councils, starting from 1139, and by the Council of Trent in 1563. But 
only in 1965 the Second Vatican Council recognized that the 
motivation of sexual purity, inspired by the motto of Jerome omnis 
coitus immundus, "Every fuck is a filth" was unbearable and had to 
be replaced with a reminder of the motto of Jesus: "Leave your wife 
for the Kingdom of God."54 Subsequently, the rule was repeatedly 
confirmed by Paul VI's encyclical Sacerdotalis Caelibatus ("Priestly 
Celibacy") at the 1992 apostolic exhortation of John Paul II Pastores 
Dabo Vobis ("I will give you Shepherds"), but never in a doctrinal 
way: in other words, the road remains open to possible future course 
corrections. 


Thanks to this obstinacy, however, even on the question of priestly 
celibacy, Western Catholics are today isolated from all other 
Christians. Not only by the Protestants, who place no restrictions 
whatsoever on the marriage of priests and bishops (by the way, 
Zwingli, Calvin and Luther were all married). But also by the 


Orthodox and Eastern Catholics, who allow the ordination of married 
men, although not the marriage of celibate priests. 

If Catholics oppose such resistance to priestly marriage, we can 
imagine what they think of the female priesthood. But the ostracism 
of women from the altar must not always have been complete, if in 
the first century Paul recommended a deaconess in the Letter to 
theRomans.55 And if in 494 and 1210 the popes Gelasius | and 
Innocent III sent letters, respectively, to the bishops of southern Italy 
and Spain, complaining of having learned that women had been 
admitted to sacris altaribus ministrare, "officiating at sacred altars". 
Not to mention the fact that in 853 a woman seems to have even 
become pope, with the name of John VIII: the famous Pope Joan, in 
fact. 

Falling from her horse during the Easter procession while 
pregnant with one of her lovers, she gave birth prematurely and was 
lynched by the angry mob. His successor Benedict Ill erased his 
historical memory, and the name of John VIII was summarized a few 
years later by another pope. But to protect your shoulders, 

John Lateran), and proclaimed only after a young deacon 
announces, after having felt it intimately: Testiculos habet! "He's got 
balls!" to which the cardinals reply: Deo gratias! "Thank god!" Or at 
least so the legend, also cited by William of Occam, which is no less 
likely or less truthful than the many we have been analyzing so far, 
and certainly is more witty and funnier. 

Legends aside, it is certainly a fact that in 1970, in the political 
autumn that followed the Prague Spring of 1968, the 
Czechoslovakian Clandestine Church felt compelled to secretly 
ordain some women, as well as some married men. A few years 
later Paul VI commissioned the Vatican Biblical Commission, chaired 
by the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, to 


study the problem of the female priesthood. In April 1976 it 
established unanimously (17 to 0) that "the New Testament does not 
say Clearly and definitively wnether women can be ordained", and by 
a majority (12 to 5) that "the Scriptures alone do not exclude the 
possibility" , and that "permitting the female priesthood would not 
transgress the plan of Christ". 56 

As he had already done for contraceptives, Paul VI also decided 
to ignore the conclusions of the Commission for the ordination of 
women, and had the Declaration issued by the Congregation for the 
Doctrine of the Faith in December 1976 /nter Insigniores (“Among 
the Phenomena"), which established: "The Church, faithful to the 
example of the Lord, does not consider itself authorized to admit 
women to priestly ordination". 

In 1994 John Paul Il, in the Apostolic Letter Ordinatio 
Sacerdotalis ("Priestly Ordination"), specified: "The Church has no 
power in any way to confer priestly ordination on women, and this 
sentence must be held definitively [definitive tenenda] by all the 
faithful of the Church ". In other words, the path of the female 
priesthood is irrevocably blocked, because the Church has 
pronounced itself infallibly on the subject. This was _ officially 
confirmed on October 28, 1995 by the then Cardinal Ratzinger in an 
Answer on a inquiry in this regard: "This doctrine requires definitive 
assent" and "must always and everywhere be held by all the faithful, 
as belonging to the deposit of faith" . Not surprisingly, when one of 
the Czechoslovakian priestesses came out in 1995, telling of having 
exercised the ministry until the 1989 Velvet Revolution,57 Cardinal 
Miroslav Vik, archbishop of Prague, declared his ordination null and 
void. In 1997, twenty-two of the married Czechoslovakian priests 
were instead reorganized sub condicione in the Eastern Catholic rite, 
in the sense that the new ordination would have been valid if, and 


only if, the first had been invalid, something of which one was not 
quite sure. Finally, in 2002, seven women ordained on June 26 in 
Austria were immediately excommunicated on August 5 by Cardinal 
Ratzinger. Typical examples, these, of the sexist two-way system 
adopted by the Catholic Church towards males and females, even in 
the priesthood. 


Of course, this system does not worry other Christians, who still 
follow their paths calmly. 

The Anglicans, for example, ordained the first female priests in 
Hong Kong in 1944, in the United States in 1974 and in England in 
1994, and the first female bishop in 1989, in the United States. But 
among Protestants in general, the first female ordinations date back 
as far as 1810, while in 1999 the Unitary Universalist Association 
became the first church in which the female clergy surpasses the 
male one. The Orthodox, on the other hand, for once follow the 
Catholics and do not allow women priests, although as we have 
seen they admit married priests. 


INDULGENCES AND PURGATORY 


One thing, however, must be recognized, and it is that Gregory VII 
and his immediate successors hoped to heal with ecclesiastical 
celibacy the vice of simony, which they believed to be connected 
with marriage: even if, by abolishing children and grandchildren, it 
was possible at best to obtain the abolition of nepotism. But this was 
not achieved either, of course, not even for the popes: for example, 
Alexander VI Borgia (1492-1503) was the nephew (son of his sister) 
of Callisto III (1455-1458), and Paolo Ill Farnese (1534-1549) brother 


of Alexander VI's lover. Incidentally, until the whole of the sixteenth 
century the popes quietly continued to have children: for example, in 
addition to the aforementioned Alexander VI (who even had nine) 
and Paul Ill, also Julius Il (1503-1513), Pius IV (1559- 1565) and 
Gregory XIII (1572-1585). 

As for simony, it takes its name from "a man named Simon, 
devoted to magic", of which the Acts of the Apostlesthere 58 tell that 
he wanted to be taught by the twelve some tricks for a fee: 

Simon, seeing that the Spirit was conferred by the laying on of 
hands by the apostles, offered them money saying: "Give me this 
power too so that whoever lays hands on he may receive the Holy 
Spirit". But Peter replied: "May your money go with you to perdition, 
because you dared to think of buying the gift of God with money". 

Peter's medieval successors were less fussy, and sold everything 
they could, often after having bought it themselves: titles, offices, 
acquittals, indulgences and canonizations. At the turn of the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries the practice was so degenerate 
that even the pious Dante saw in the Church the great harlot 
announced by theApocalypse,59 devoted to "puttaneggiar coni regi", 
and sent three popes to scurry upside down in the third bedlam of 
the eighth circle of theHell:60 Nicholas III (1277-1280), Boniface VIII 
(1294-1303) and Clement V (1305-1314). 


However, one cannot get away too easily, with the excuse that 
"those were other times", given that even in these times the Catholic 
Church continues to run the simony machine at full capacity. And not 
only indirectly, producing for himself and others the induced of 
sacraments such as baptisms, confirmations and weddings, or 
ceremonies such as funerals and suffrage masses. But also directly, 


collecting the proceeds from slot machines of candles and 
indulgences, and from casinos of sanctuaries and jubilees. 
Regarding indulgences, in ancient times they were penalties that 
were granted to sinners to avoid or shorten their stay in theordo 
poenitentium, "order of penitents": a harsh condemnation to social 
ostracism and corporal penances, inflicted in atonement for 
particularly serious sins such as adultery, murder or apostasy. 
Originally the indulgence was granted upon presentation of a 
libellum pacis by a faithful awaiting martyrdom, who offered his own 
sacrifice in atonement for the sins of others, in the manner of Christ. 


Later, both the penalties for sins and the indulgences for sinners 
became more and more watered down: the former were reduced to 
symbolic actions, such as the recitation of prayers and ejaculations, 
or visits to churches and sanctuaries, and the latter were granted by 
activating an ideal Treasury of the Saints in which all their credits 
converged, and from which sinners could draw to pay their debts. In 
short, a real spiritual capitalism based on the division of labor and 
the exploitation of holiness, under the banner of the motto: "The 
clever sin and the fool atone." 

The simony, in all this, entered when the Church began to 
understand the Treasury of the Saints in a literal rather than 
metaphorical way: in particular, to allow sinners to make withdrawals 
of spiritual indulgences in exchange for payments of material money, 
and to organize a aggressive debt collection significantly called 
begging, "research". To make the burden for the faithful more 
burdensome the secular authorities also set about themselves, who 
in turn claimed to collect taxes on a market that was banned in the 


temples of their cities and instituted a kind of VAT, "Tax on Apostolic 
Value ". 

The small and large savers who filled the coffers of the heavenly 
Treasure by dint of good deeds were, as we have said, the saints. At 
the beginning of Christianity the word (from the Latin sanctum, 
"sancito", participle of sanction) simply indicated the faithful, as in the 
judgment "all the evil he did to the saints in Jerusalem",61 or in the 
address: "To the saints who are in Ephesus, believers in Christ 
Jesus". 62 Later he went on to indicate the martyrs, and after the 
end of the persecutions it was extended to various other categories, 
from virgins to doctors of the Church: all united by having professed 
the faith in an exceptional way, and by being the object of a devotion 
that soon it resulted in the totemism of relics and related trade, 
complementary to that of indulgences. 


Of course, many of the traditional saints dating back to the early 
centuries never even existed, and today they are euphemistically 
called "non-historical": some, in particular, are mere annexes of 
pagan deities, such as the Celtic Bridget. To remedy, starting from 
993 an official register of saints was established, inaugurated with 
the canonization of Ulrich of Augusta: a ceremony that is the evident 
modern analogue of the ancient pagan apotheosis, despite the 
learned distinctions traced in 1738 by Prospero Lambertini, then 
Benedict XIV, in his study De Servorum Deibeatification et Beatorum 
canonizatione ("Beatification of the Servants of God and 
canonization of the Blessed"). 


In any case, pagan or not, canonization requires, among other 
things, the granting of a miracle by the saint candidate, as well as a 
further miracle for his previous beatification, which would be a kind of 
invented "underground" in the 14th century: one could therefore think 
that today, in the midst of the technological era, these things have 
gone out of fashion. Instead, John Paul II proclaimed in his 
pontificate as many as 1338 blessed and 482 saints: that is, alone, 
more than the 1319 blessed and 296 saints of all his predecessors 
since 1588, the year in which Sixtus V established the Congregation 
of Rites and established modern procedures. 

But this addition of taxpayers to the Treasury of the Saints is 
nothing compared to the true miracle of the multiplication of its 
customers, obtained through the stroke of genius of the invention of 
Purgatory:63 a parking area for the souls of the dead, forced to 
endure the pains of Hell while waiting for the delights of Heaven. In 
this way, the largest possible market in history was created, because 
its potential consumers included the whole of humanity: not only the 
present, as in the current globalization, but also the one that is now 
gone! 

The official currency of the transactions of this market of 
indulgences was time, measured in days: still in 1903 Pius X 
specified that the cardinals could give 200 a year, the archbishops 
100 and the bishops 50. Theoretically, the period indicated the 
remission that occurred, it would be obtained with a penance of that 
duration, but in practice it ended up being interpreted as an 
equivalent remission of sentence in Purgatory. This temporal 
quantification remained in force until 1967, when Paul VI abolished it 
with the Apostolic Constitution Indulgentiarum Doctrina ("The 
Doctrine of Indulgences"). 


The abolition of Purgatory itself, on the other hand, would be more 
complicated: the Church in fact tied its hands defining its doctrine in 
the Council of Lyons in 1245 and proclaiming its existence as a 
dogma in the Council of Florence in 1439, with decisions then 
reaffirmed in 1563. from the Council of Trent. In reality, however, the 
only mention of the Bible sensibly adduced in support of the doctrine 
is a passage from the Second Book of Maccabees,64 the same in 
which there is also the only passage adduced in support of the 
doctrine of creation from nothing: a truly providential book, no doubt 
about it! 

The passage in question, which the official CEI edition confirms 
to be "at the basis of the Christian doctrine of Purgatory and 
suffrages for the dead", says: 


Then, having made a collection, with a lot of each, for about two 
thousand silver drachmas, he sent them to Jerusalem to be offered 
an atoning sacrifice, thus carrying out a very good and noble action, 
suggested by the thought of the resurrection. Because if he had not 
had firm faith that the fallen would be resurrected, it would have 
been superfluous and futile to pray for the dead. But if he considered 
the magnificent reward reserved for those who fall asleep in death 
with feelings of pity, his consideration was holy and devoted. 
Therefore he had the atoning sacrifice offered for the dead, to be 
absolved of sin. 


But since the Protestants consider that book apocryphal, they do not 
believe in Purgatory. And even the Orthodox do not believe it, not to 
mention sensible people: it is in fact an embarrassing anachronism, 


on which even the Church today tries to minimize. John Paul Il, for 
example, in three Wednesday Audience65 dedicated to the three 
Kingdoms of the Hereafter, declared that they are "situations, more 
than places": more precisely, Heaven "the fullness of intimacy with 
God", Hell "the definitive rejection of God", and Purgatory " the 
necessary purification for the encounter with God ". 

And the Catechism 66 echoes him, establishing: 


Purgatory is the state of those who die in the friendship of God, but, 
although they are sure of their eternal salvation, they still need 
purification to enter heavenly bliss. 

Better late than never, one might say, at least for the 
downgrading of Purgatory to a state from place. If only the 
sameCatechism6/7 continues: 

By virtue of the communion of saints, the faithful still pilgrims on 
earth can help the souls in Purgatory by offering them prayers of 
suffrage, in particular the Eucharistic Sacrifice, but also alms, 
indulgences68 and works of penance. 

And were it not that it was John Paul II himself who announced, 
in 2000, what is now the last jubilee in history: the twenty-eighth, that 
is, of those simoniacal carnivals inaugurated in 1300 by Boniface 
VIII, which allowed the market the indulgences of moving from small 
local trade to large globalized industry. Although, this time, the 
biblical precedents 

there are. Indeed, the word itself derives from the Hebrew yobel, 
"ram's horn", and recalls the instrument with which the beginning of 
the year of celebrations prescribed by the Leviticus: 69 


The fiftieth year will be a jubilee for you; you will neither sow nor 
harvest what the fields produce by themselves, nor will you harvest 
the untrimmed vines. Since it is the jubilee, it will be sacred to you; 
however, you will be able to eat the product that the fields will give. 
In this year of the jubilee, each one will be back in possession of his 
own. 


The Antiquorum bull was of a very different content habet fida relatio 
("There is a relationship worthy of faith of the ancients"), which 
Boniface VIII issued on February 22, 1300. In it, in fact, to all those 
who had visited during the year the two basilicas of St. Peter and St. 
Paul ( and, in the following jubilees, also those of San Giovanni in 
Laterano and Santa Maria Maggiore) the plenary indulgence was 
ensured: that is the total forgiveness of all debts accumulated up to 
that moment, which starting from 1095 with Urban II the popes had 
already granted to the "soldiers of the faith" who participated in the 
Crusades. 


The first jubilee was a great success with the public, as Dante 
recalls: 70 


Like the Romans for the very army, the jubilee year, come on for it 
bridge have to pass people so cultured, that from the one side all 
have the face towards the castle and go to Santo Pietro; from the 
other side they go towards the mountain. 


It was also a great box-office success, so much so that the original 
100-year deadline set by Boniface VIIl was never met, and the 
interval was shortened first to 50 and then to 25 years. In the 
twentieth century, in addition to the four canonical jubilees of 1900, 
1925, 1950 and 1975, two additional ones were held in 1933 and 
1983, on the occasion of the centenary and fiftieth anniversary of 
Christ's death. But also, in retaliation, of the anniversary of the 
expulsion of the merchants from the temple of Jerusalem: who were 
nothing but poor amateurs, if compared to the professionals of the 
Roman Curia. 


Indulgences in particular, and indulging in general in increasingly 
immoral practical activities and in increasingly absurd theoretical 
elaborations, have therefore periodically led the Church to be 
perceived as an embarrassment both for faith and for reason, with 
consequent periodic reactions of rejection. Francis of Assisi, for 
example, proposed a return to evangelical poverty and in 1210 
obtained permission from Pope Innocent Ill to found the mendicant 
order of the Franciscans. On his death, however, there was an 
immediate split into the two branches of the "spiritual" and 
"conventual", only the first of which followed the ideals of asceticism 
proposed by the founder. Following them a third middle way was 
added, that of the "Capuchins", but the three Franciscan orders have 
always remained completely integrated into the Church, 

At one extreme, for example, Francis of Assisi himself did not 
disdain to endorse the war adventures of the Crusades: not only by 
leaving for Puglia in 1204 to enlist, in an attempt then frustrated by 
an enlightenment, but also by going to Egypt in 1219, following the 
Fifth Crusade and praising the "just war", while deploring its 


excesses. According to the first-hand testimony of Friar Illuminato da 
Rieti,71 in fact he said to the sultan: "Christians act according to 
justice when they invade your lands and fight, so that you blaspoheme 
the name of Christ and try to remove as many men as you can from 
his religion". 

At the other extreme, even today the Church manages billionaire 
businesses set around the supposed miracles of various 
Franciscans, from Antonio da Padova (1195-1227) to Padre Pio da 
Pietrelcina (1887-1968). The latter, for example, had been officially 
unmasked as a swindler by the Holy Office on May 31, 1923, but 
was unofficially reinstated in 1964 by Paul VI in exchange for the 
transfer of ownership of his multiple financial assets to the Holy See, 
and was canonized by John Paul II in 2002, two years after he was 
beatified in one of the most mediatic ceremonies of the Jubilee of 
2000. 

More serious than that of Francis of Assisi, also because it was 
more radical, was instead Martin Luther's reaction to the market for 
indulgences banned in Germany in 1517 by Leo X to finance the 
reconstruction of St. Peter's Basilica. That same year Luther posted 
his 95 Theses on the door of the church of Wittenberg in Saxony, 
finally telling the people that the pope was naked: 


43. Christians are to be taught that it is better to give to the poor, or 
to lend to the needy, than to buy indulgences. 

45. Christians must be taught that whoever sees someone in 
need and neglects him to buy indulgences deserves not the 
indulgence of the pope but the indignation of God. 

50. Christians must be taught that the pope, being aware of the 
exactions of the questors of indulgences, should prefer that the 


basilica of St. Peter go to ashes rather than be built on the skin, flesh 
and bones of his sheep. 

86. Why does the pope, whose wealth today are more opulent 
than those of the already very opulent Crassus, does not build the 
basilica of St. Peter with his own money, rather than with that of the 
poor faithful? 

Luther, who was an Augustinian monk, was immediately 
summoned to Rome to give an account of his work, but he appealed 
to the elector Frederick Ill of Saxony to have his theses instead be 
discussed in Germany: from the beginning the religious Reformation 
therefore also acquired a political value and received the unselfish 
support of the German princes, who found there the opportunity to 
expropriate the ecclesiastical assets and confiscate them. 

In 1519 the papal bull Exsurge Domine ("Arise, o Lord") ordered 
Luther to retract his theses within 60 days, but at the end of 
theultimatum he publicly burned it and was excommunicated. In 
1521 the emperor Charles V summoned him before the Diet of 
Worms, but not even then the monk yielded: he was then outlawed 
and banished from the Empire, but the elector of Saxony organized a 
fake kidnapping and gave him refuge in the castle by Wartburg. Here 
he elaborated the doctrine of Lutheranism, which can be condensed 
into the motto of the "four suns": Solus Christus, Sola Scriptura, 
Sola Gratia, Sola Fide, "Only Christ, only Scripture, only Grace and 
only Faith". And it can be described as a conception of Christianity in 
which the faithful must live a direct relationship with Jesus described 
by the Gospels, rather than one mediated with Jesus elaborated by 
the Church, and obtains salvation only through Faith and Grace, 
instead of through the their good deeds. Although, in practice, old 
inventions, such as_ transubstantiation or Purgatory, with new 
inventions, such as servant will and predestination. 


However, it was a Spirit more suited to individual research, which 
ended up allowing and stimulating the birth of Science: this is in fact 
genetically incompatible with dogmatism and the imposition of pre- 
established truths, and it is no coincidence that the Catholic Church 
has opposed it. since his birth, condemning Giordano Bruno to death 
in 1600 and Galileo Galilei to perpetual house arrest in 1633. Even 
today, Catholics constitute only a small minority within the small 
minority of Western believing scientists: because if the great majority 
of scientists are atheist or agnostic (for example, 93 percent of the 
members of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States),72 the vast majority of the few who believe are Jewish or 
Protestant. 


Regarding the term "Protestant", it derives from the fact that when 
the Diet of Speyer of 1529 warned the German princes from 
adhering to Lutheranism, five of them and fourteen cities officially 
protested against the imposition and formed the League of 
Smalcalda. Defeated by Charles V in 1547, the League allied itself 
with Henry Il and forced the emperor to the peace of Augusta in 
1555. This granted freedom of worship to the Lutherans, but also 
forced the subjects to adopt the religion of their prince or emigrate, 
sowing thus a discord that later resulted in the Thirty Years' War 
(1618-1648). 

Meanwhile, the Reformation inaugurated by Luther had also 
taken root outside of Germany. In Switzerland, in particular, it was 
promoted by Ulrich Zwingli in Zurich, who established a theocracy 
there but was killed in 1531 in the war between the reformed and 
Catholic cantons. Ten years later, Giovanni Calvino tried again in 
Geneva, in a more democratic way: this time he conquered the 


whole country, despite preaching crazy theories such as the "double 
predestination", according to which it is not the actions that save or 
damn a person. fulfills, but only God's whim. A theory which, 
however, had already been anticipated not only implicitly by Luther, 
but also explicitly by Gregory of Rimini, who in his Commentary on 
the "Sentences"from Peter Lombard73 of 1346 had brought it back 
to the verse of 

Malachi:74 «| have loved Jacob and | have hated Esau». And, 
even before that, by Augustine7.5 As for England, at the beginning 
King Henry VIII opposed the Reformation and even earned the title 
of Defensor Fidei, "Defender of the Faith", which the English 
sovereigns still boast today. But when he decided to divorce his wife 
Catherine of Aragon, who had not given him heirs, to remarry with 
Anna Bolena, the opposition of Pope Clement VII triggered a schism: 
in 1534 the king had himself proclaimed head of the Church of 
England, claimed the appointment of bishops, expropriated 
ecclesiastical property and persecuted both Catholics and Lutherans 
and Calvinists. After a brief restoration of Catholicism under the reign 
of Mary | (1553-1558), called "la Cattolica" or "la Sanguinaria" 
(Bloody Mary) depending on your point of view, from the reign of 
Elizabeth | (1558-1603) English Christianity remained separate from 
that of Rome and became a denomination of Protestantism. 


Of course, precisely because the Reformation was born refusing the 
mediation of an organized Church between the faithful and God, it 
shattered into a constellation of large and small sects. The Puritans, 
for example, are the English version of the Calvinists and take their 
name from the fact that they are inspired by "evangelical purity”: 
from them derive the Independents and the Quakers, who escaped 


British persecution by emigrating to North America and founding 
Massachusetts and Pennsylvania. As for the beliefs, there are the 
Baptists who advocate the 

baptism of adults by immersion, the Pentecostals who refer to the 
experience of Pentecost, the Adventists who await the ever near 
advent of Christ, the Jehovah's Witnesses who take their name from 
the verse of /saiah76 "You are my witnesses", and so on and so 
forth. 


This fragmentation of Protestantism, which allowed it to adapt to the 
local needs of the most evolved and civilized areas of the West and 
to conquer the whole of North Europe and North America, is 
counterpointed by the monolithism of Catholicism, which has instead 
kept its favor of the more obtuse and backward peoples of Southern 
Europe and South America. Both monolithism and fragmentation are 
consequences of the mathematical fact that, given n beliefs, there is 
only one way to accept them all, but there are 2”-1 to reject any of 
them, in every possible combination: therefore, even if we limit 
ourselves to about thirty dogmas characteristic of Catholicism, there 
are already a billion possible sects of Protestantism that accept only 
a few. 


Let's not talk about when the dogmas are so large in number that it 
takes eighteen years to be reaffirmed all. In fact, the Council of Trent 
lasted so many, which from 1545 to 1563 restored Catholic doctrine 
and confirmed countless pronouncements that the Reformation had 
made anachronistic: from the virginity of the Madonna to the reality 


of transubstantiation, from the role of indulgences to the existence of 
Purgatory, from indissolubility of marriage to ecclesiastical celibacy. 

The Council formed the theoretical basis of the Counter- 
Reformation, which in order to meet the practical needs of modernity 
found nothing better than to invent the Holy Office, in order to 
coordinate and centralize the persecutions aimed at reaping 
countless victims and inflicting countless sufferings. All this, of 
course, for the greater glory of God, as officially sanctioned in 1542 
by the bull of indiction of Paul III Licet abj/nitio (“It is lawful from the 
start"): 


The task of the Supreme Sacred Congregation of the Roman and 
Universal Inquisition is to keep the Catholic faith pure by keeping 
away all heresy, to bring back to the Church those who have been 
deviated from the truth by diabolical deception, and to strike those 
who persistently persevered in their outraged doctrines, so that 
punishment served as an example to others. 


And, as we can see, it was also legitimate at the beginning to call 
this congregation to commit a crime with an honestly explicit name: it 
was Pius X who changed it in 1908 to the Supreme Sacred 
Congregation of the Holy Office, and in 1965 Paul VI further watered 
it into the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The 
adjective "Sacred" was then lost in 1988, when John Paul Il 
reformed the Curia with the Apostolic Constitution Pastor Bonus 
("The Good Shepherd"). 

One of the best inventions of the Holy Office was the 
promulgation in 1559 of the Index of Forbidden Books, which 


remained in effect until 1966. And since holding these books became 
the typical indictment in heresy trials, the Index required constant 
updating: a The special Congregation of the Index was therefore 
established in 1571 and "worked" until 1917, when its duties passed 
back to the Holy Office. 

Perhaps nothing testifies to the pathetic despair of the Counter- 
Reformation better than the inclusion in the first ban list of 1559 of 
the vernacular translations of the Old and New Testaments, and the 
prohibition of reading them to anyone who did not receive an explicit 
license, which in any case could not be granted to women! If the 
Church trembled in front of the works of God, let alone those of men: 
the list of authors who had the honor of seeing their works put on the 
Index therefore includes all modern literary, philosophical and 
scientific culture, from believers such as Galileo, Descartes and Kant 
to unbelievers such as Leopardi, Moravia and Sartre. And it is a real 
shame that today the Index is no longer there, because this 
unfortunately prevents all of us from aspiring to enter it with our 
works. 

Just as nothing testifies to the pathetic despair of the modern 
Church better than the syllabus of eighty "main errors of our age" 
published by Pius IX in 1864, which condemned a Russian salad of 
"pantheism, naturalism, rationalism, liberalism, —indifferentism, 
latitudinarism, socialism and communism ”. 77 An allergy to all isms, 
this, from which even the present popes suffer: John Paul Il, for 
example, who in the encyclical Fides et Ratio ("Faith and Reason") 
explicitly reiterated the pronouncements of the First Vatican Council 
against "rationalism and fideism", resumed the condemnations of 
Pius X, Xl and XIl against "phenomenism, immanentism, 
agnosticism, Marxism, evolutionism and existentialism ", and he 
censured" eclecticism, _historicism, modernism, — scientism, 


pragmatism, parliamentarism and nihilism ". Or Benedict XVI, who 
managed to find yet another ism with which to take it out on 
relativism, against which he lashed out on several occasions, alone 
or in duet with the ineffable former president of the Senate Marcello 
Pera. 78 


THE POPE 


Today, more than with the millenary doctrinal pronouncements of 
which most of the faithful are completely unaware, Catholicism is 
identified with the pope (from the Greek pappas, "papa", diminutive 
of pater, "father"): the self-styled "Holy Father" or "Holy Father" who, 
as bishop of Rome, claims to be the "successor of Peter" and the 
"vicar of Christ" on earth. Although we have already seen that, on 
the one hand, there is no evidence that Peter ever was in Rome, 
much less his bishop; and that, on the other hand, the claim of 
Peter's primacy is still based on the usual stretched interpretations of 
a couple of artfully chosen biblical verses:primarily, on "you are a 
stone [petros], and on this rock [petra] | will build my Church ». Of 
these words, however, the same First letter of Peter 79 gives an 
authentic interpretation: 

"By clinging to the Lord, a living stone, rejected by men, but 
chosen and precious before God, you too are used as living stones 
for the construction of a spiritual building, for a holy priesthood". 
Incidentally, all these references to stones are a quote from/saiah:80 
"Behold, | place a stone in Zion, a chosen, angular, precious, firmly 
founded stone, and whoever believes in it will not waver." In any 
case, according to Peter's sensible interpretation, the saying of 
Jesus meant only that the Church had been founded on the 


cornerstone of Christ, and had to be built with the living stones of the 
faithful. 

However, it is a fact that the primacy of the bishop of Rome as 
"successor of Peter" is a late invention: the title was in fact used for 
the first time only in 451 for the megalomaniac Leo | the Great by the 
Council of Chalcedon, who in famous Canon 28 (still today 
"forgotten" by the official collections of texts and documents of the 
Catholic Church, such as theEnchiridion Symbolorum, "Manual of 
the professions of faith") established at the same time also there 
parity of primacy for the bishops of Rome and Constantinople. Even 
later is the title of "vicar of Christ", used for the first time in 495 for 
Gelasius | by the Synod of Rome. 

And it is a fact that the supposed throne of Peter, decorated with 
the signs of the Zodiac and the labors of Hercules, and exhibited 
with great pomp as a relic in the complex of the Chair of St. Peter by 
Bernini, is instead a gift to Pope John VIII of Charles the Bald on the 
occasion of his imperial coronation in 875.81 This does not prevent 
the Church from continuing to venerate the Chair on February 22, 
the same day the ancient Romans venerated their dead with a 
banquet near their tombs, dutifully leaving a seat (cathedra) empty 
for them. 


Of equally pagan origin is the first special attribute that the bishop of 
Rome received: Pontifex Maximus, "Supreme Pontiff", a term that in 
ancient times meant the "Pontiere Capo", that is, the superintendent 
of the bridges of Rome. Later, also due to the fact that the Tiber river 
was considered a divinity, it passed to indicate metaphorically the 
"Great Hermeneuta": a human analogue of the god Hermes, that is, 
who established a bridge between the divinities and men. Finally, it 


became the title of the highest Roman religious office: a lifetime 
position held, among others, by Muzio Scevola, Giulio Cesare and 
Cesare Augusto. Starting with the latter, the Supreme Pontiff was the 
emperor, and he remained so until after the advent of State 
Christianity. 


To complete the irony, the first application of the term to a pope was 
sarcastic: Tertullian made it around 220, speaking of an edict of 
Callistus | as "issued by the Supreme Pontiff, that is, the Bishop of 
Bishops". But in 376 the emperor Gratian seriously transmitted that 
title to Pope Damasus |, thus separating state prerogatives from 
religious ones. And even today the pope continues to wear it and 
dress in white like the Latin popes, even if for a different reason: until 
1566 the popes dressed in red like all cardinals, but upon his 
election the Dominican Pius V decided to keep the robe of his order, 
with a_ stylistic innovation that was later maintained by his 
SUCCeSSOTIS. 


Speaking of cardinals, the term in early Christianity literally meant 
"incardinated" and simply meant any priest assigned to a parish. 
Only over time did it pass to indicate metaphorically a deacon, a 
priest or a bishop who had some "pivotal" function: a tripartition that 
has been maintained to this day in the Sacred College, whose 
members are symbolically divided into cardinal-deacons, cardinal- 
priests and cardinal-bishops. 


For example, it is the dean of the cardinal-deacons who announced 
to the faithful the election of the new pope with the words: Nuntio 
vobis gaudiummagnum: habemus papam, "| announce to you a 
great joy: we have the pope", modestly inspired by those of the 
angel who announced the birth of Jesus to the shepherds,82 and 
used for the first time in 1484 for the election of Innocent VIII. As for 
the election of the pope, in fact, originally it was simply the faithful of 
Rome who chose their bishop within their diocese: to have a non- 
Roman one, it was necessary to wait for Marino |, in 882. The 
election was reserved for the clergy in 336, restricted by Niccolo II to 
cardinal-bishops in 1059, and extended by the Third Lateran Council 
to all cardinals in 1179: even if at times these remained quite few, 
like the twelve that in 1292. they elected Celestino V, the pope who 
after only four months "made the great refusal for cowardice." 

Perhaps due to the fact that it is difficult to force a few ambitious 
people to promote just one among 83 them, the vacancy sometimes 
lasted quite a long time: as in the 33 months between 1268 and 

1271 in which the electors were unable to agree, until they were 
imprisoned indefinitely in the episcopal palace of Viterbo and 
immediately elected Gregory X. Since the hard ways had worked, in 
1274 the Second Council of Lyon established that since then 
onwards, the election of the pope had to take place precisely in 
conclave, that is, "under key" (from the Latin cum clave). 


To continue with the records, the historical papacy ranges from the 
13 days of Urban VII (1590) to the 11,560 days of Pius IX (1846- 
1878). The youngest pope was Benedict IX, elected in 1032 at an 
age variously reported between eleven and twenty, and his triple 
papacy (1033-1044, 1045 and 1047-1048) was also the busiest: he 


lost it. in fact in favor of Sylvester III (1044-1045), reconquered it, 
sold it to Gregory VI (1045-1046), took it back but was sacked by the 
Council of Sutri in favor of Clement II (1046-1047), and returned to 
the saddle one last time, before being excommunicated and 
definitively replaced by Damasus II in 1048. 


Equally edifying was the Great Western Schism, when in 1378 the 
papacy was divided into two seats, in Rome and Avignon: each with 
its perfectly legitimate pope, because the second (Clement VII) had 
been elected by the same electors as the first (Urban VI), regret 
choosing a literal psychic deranged. As if that were not enough, 
when the Council of Pisa tried to resolve the situation in 1409, it 
could do nothing but elect a third pope (Alexander V). Between 1415 
and 1417 the Council of Constance deposed the two popes of Pisa 
(John XXII) and Avignon (Benedict XIII), had that of Rome (Gregory 
XIl) resigned and elected a fourth new one (Martin V), even if 
Avignon schism formally continued until 1499. 

It is not surprising that these adventures of the papacy, together 
with other misadventures of his to which we have already mentioned, 
ended up acting as a detonator for the Reformation: to the point that, 
to underline their dissent towards the figure of the bishop of Rome , 
Protestants have often referred to Catholics as disparagingly as 
Papists. And they could only make a mockery of the Apostolic 
Constitution Pastor Aeternus ("The Eternal Shepherd") that the First 
Vatican Council issued on July 18, 1870. It, in fact, first of all 
proclaims the apostolic primacy of Peter and his hereditary 
transmission to the pope of Rome: 84 


If anyone affirms that the blessed Peter the Apostle was not 
constituted by Christ the Lord prince of all the Apostles and visible 
head of the whole militant Church, or that he did not receive from 
Our Lord Jesus Christ himself a true and proper primacy of 
jurisdiction, but only of honor: be anathema. 


If anyone affirms that it is not by the disposition of Christ the Lord 
himself, that is, by divine right, that Blessed Peter has successors 
forever in the Primacy over the universal Church, or that the Roman 
Pontiff is not the successor of Blessed Peter in the same Primacy: let 
him be anathema . 


Two anathemas that, of course, fall on all those who declare that 
"the pope is naked", noting how his primacy is in reality a more 
ideological than theological affirmation: it was in fact invented only in 
the fifth century, starting with Innocent | (401-417), to free the papal 
power of Rome from the imperial influences of Constantinople. And 
he was later claimed to claim very earthly rights, from the coronation 
of Christian kings to the proclamation of holy wars against the 
infidels. 

And just as the pope's temporal power was already based on the 
forgery of the Donation of Constantine, so too his spiritual primacy 
was based on the forgery of the Decretals of the Pseudo Isidore, 
forged around 850 in Reims by a self-styled Isidoro Mercatore, later 
confused with Isidore of Seville and for this reason today called 
«Pseudo Isidoro». By attacking the princes and the emperor to 
defend the bishops and the pope, the decrees enunciated the 
prerogatives of papal primacy and infallibility and established a false 


juridical precedent, to which the popes later appealed as if it were 
authentic. 

One of the greatest champions of papal authority was Gregory 
Vil, who in Canossa succeeded in making the emperor kneel in front 
of him. Precisely during his dispute with Henry IV, in 1075, he 
enunciated the 27 principles of the Dictatus Papae ("Papal 
Dictation"), in which we read among other things: 


2. Only the Roman Pontiff deserves to be called universal. 

3. Only he can depose or absolve bishops. 

4. His legate in a Council commands all bishops, even if he is of 
a lower rank, and only he issues sentences of deposition. 

9. The pope is the only man whose feet all the princes kiss. 

12. He is allowed to depose emperors. 

18. His sentences cannot be reformed by anyone and he alone 
can reform those of all. 

22. The Roman Church has never been wrong and, as the 
Scripture attests, can never be wrong. 

23. The Roman Pontiff, if he has been canonically ordained, 
becomes without a shadow of a doubt a saint through the merits of 
St. Peter. 


Of course, the step from the fiction of papal infallibility to the reality of 
the persecution of opponents is short. Punctually, in 1184 Lucius III 
gave the order to the bishops to inquire the heretics, defined 
precisely as those who refused the papal provisions. In 1215 the 
Fourth Lateran Council established that it was necessary to proceed 
ex officio against them. In 1220 the emperor Frederick Il decreed 


death at the stake as a penalty for heresy. In 1231 Gregory IX 
appointed the first pontifical inquisitors, traditionally chosen from 
among the Dominicans and the Franciscans. In 1252 Innocent IV 
authorized the use of torture as a means of extorting "confession". 
And in 1484 Innocent VIII officially opened the witch hunt. Since then 
the heretic-crushing machine worked at full speed for centuries, 

But papal infallibility is a double-edged sword, because it binds 
the popes to the doctrinal decisions of their predecessors, even 
when they have now become anachronistic. John XXII realized this 
on his skin in 1324, when to strike the Franciscan order he was 
forced to declare in the bull Quia Quorundam Mentes ("Since the 
minds of some"): 85 

To say that what the Supreme Pontiffs have defined once and for 
all with the key of Knowledge in faith or moral,86 it is not permissible 
for their successors in doubt to revoke or contradict, with regard to 
what has been ordered by the Supreme Pontiffs themselves by 
means of the keys of power, this is evidently against the truth [...] 

And this Our Savior, in the promise of the keys to Blessed Peter, 
seems to have understood it expressly when He immediately adds: 
"And what you will bind on earth it will also be bound in heaven, and 
what you loose on earth will also be loosed in heaven ”, making no 
mention of knowledge. 


The statement is prescient, since it precisely attacks the dogmatic 
formulation of infallibility of the Pastor Aetemus ("The Eternal 
Shepherd"),87 desperately issued by the First Vatican Council at the 
twilight of the temporal power of the Pope King, when there were 
only two months left before the breach of Porta Pia and the sunset of 
the Papal State: 


We proclaim and define the dogma revealed by God that the Roman 
Pontiff, when he speaks ex cathedra, that is, when he exercises his 
supreme office as Pastor and Doctor of all Christians, and by virtue 
of his supreme Apostolic power defines a doctrine about faith and 
costumes, 88 he binds the whole Church, through the divine 
assistance promised to him in the person of Blessed Peter, enjoys 
that infallibility with which the divine Redeemer wanted his Church to 
be equipped. [...] So if anyone has the presumption to oppose this 
definition of ours, God forbid !: let him be anathema. 

God wanted it instead. Also because, if the primacy of the apostle 
Peter was not already clear from the Gospels, let alone how much 
the dogma of the infallibility of the Roman Pontiff could be 
considered as revealed by God. And in fact, before his proclamation 
about forty council fathers abandoned Rome in Pilate style, to avoid 
having to vote on the resolution. And, after its proclamation, a group 
of German-speaking Catholic intellectuals and priests founded the 
schismatic Old Catholic Church in 1873, which not only rejected the 
new dogmas, but while there also decided to do away with the Latin 
mass (a century before the "innovative" Vatican Council Il) and with 
ecclesiastical celibacy. 

Today few Catholic theologians disagree on papal infallibility: first 
of all Hans Kung, who 89 paid for his dissent with the loss of the 
canonical mission for teaching. As for non-theologians, in an 
international survey among high school and Catholic university 
students, of which 96 per cent declared themselves believers and 80 
per cent Catholic, only 37 per cent accepted the dogma of papal 
infallibility ( by the way, 37 percent also believe that the Madonna is 


a goddess and 42 percent that at the foot of the cross she became 
the mother of John the Evangelist). 90 

While rejecting the primacy and infallibility of the pope, the 
Orthodox still believe that the Holy Spirit does not allow the Church 
to err in doctrinal matters: in particular, the first seven Ecumenical 
Councils held in Nicaea, Constantinople, Ephesus and Chalcedon 
between 325 and 78/7 are considered infallible, and their 
pronouncements on Christ and Mary dogmatic. 

The Protestants naturally go further, denying any doctrinal 
intermediation between the faithful and God on the part not only of 
the pope, but also of the Church. For example, the Creed of 
Westminster91 of 1646 explicitly states: 

The infallible rule for the interpretation of Scripture is Scripture 
itself: therefore, when problems of truth or falsity arise regarding the 
true and complete meaning of a passage of Scripture, this must be 
sought and found in other passages that speak more clearly. [...] 

There is no other head of the Church but the Lord Jesus Christ. 
And the pope of Rome cannot be its head, in any sense: rather, he is 
the Antichrist, a sinner, a son of perdition, who exalts himself, in the 
Church, against Christ and all that is called God. 


The identification of the pope with the Antichrist, an invented term 
from the apostle John, 92 is by no means a foolish idea of 
aforementioned | believe, but a position uniformly shared by 
Protestants. And not as a metaphorical insult, but as a literal 
fulfillment of Jesus' prophecy: "Many will come in my name, saying: | 
am the Christ, and they will mislead many. "93 

Of course, for the Catholics the Antichrist was Luther, too if we 
must honestly acknowledge that the affairs of the papacy they seem 


to offer the Protestants much better grips in the diatribe: as someone 
has said, in fact, “if the pope is not the Antichrist, he is very 
unfortunate to look so much like us ". 


And, in fact, one does not need to be an exegetist to realize that the 
direct and indirect mixture of the Vatican in earthly and worldly affairs 
has little or nothing to do with the evangelical religious spirit, let 
alone his letter. And there is also no need to invoke past history, to 
which we have in any case referred to several times: the news, even 
recent, is enough. For example, the scandal of generalized 
ecclesiastical pedophilia that swept the Vatican at the end of the 
second millennium. 

After decades of reticence, the tip of the iceberg of sexual 
harassment and violence perpetrated by Catholic priests, nuns and 
lay people on minors (but not only) in orphanages, schools and 
seminaries they run is in fact coming to the surface: especially 
abroad, of course, because in Italy the servile self-censorship of the 
press against the Vatican has always prevented us from talking 
about these facts, which are only painfully beginning to surface in us 
too. For now, the best knownvcases to come to light are those of the 
Mexican father Marcial Maciel, founder of the Legion of Christ so 
loved by John Paul Il, and of the Irish friar Brendan Smyth, who 
holds a 45-year (1945-1990) record of systematic abuse. The most 
blasphemous case is instead the one, cited in the Irish Government 
Report of 22 October 2005, of a priest from the diocese of Ferns who 
raped a girl on the altar of the parish. And the scandal also reached 
the highest ecclesiastical levels, up to Cardinal Hans Hermann Groér 
of Vienna and about twenty bishops from all over the world, all 
forced to resign (the first already in 1995). 


Sometimes individual shame took over, like when Irish friar Sean 
Fortune committed suicide in 1999 before a trial for the rape of 29 
children. But on a collective level there has always been a 
systematic connivance of the ecclesiastical hierarchies, which at 
most limited themselves to moving the guilty to other institutions: a 
behavior that has also led to various resignations of those 
responsible, from Cardinal Bernard Law of Boston to the United 
States. United with Bishop Brendan Comiskey of Ferns in Ireland 
(both in 2002). 

An idea of the order of magnitude of the abuses can be deduced 
from the fact that, in the United States alone, [94] up to 2003 had 
been presented 11,000 complaints against 4,400 priests, which led 
to compensation equal to one billion dollars and the literal 
bankruptcy of three diocese. In various countries, the scandal 
brought popularity down of the Vatican at its historical lows: in 
Ireland there is even arrived at asking for a review of relations 
between State and Church, believing that the cases uncovered 
reveal not individual deviations but institutional practices. 


And with reason, because the Vatican knew very well that sexual 
perversion was brewing in its ranks, and had long since run for cover 
to prevent it from being discovered. In fact, as early as 1962, the 
Holy Office of the Good Pope John XXIII had issued the secret 
provision Crimen Sollicitationis ("The Crime of Solicitation"), in which 
bishops were instructed about priests who made sexual advances to 
the faithful during confession. , or who sinned of bestiality, pedophilia 
or homosexuality. In particular, it was ordered to keep a total secret 


on the facts discovered, including the names of the victims of abuse, 
under penalty of excommunication: which, paradoxically, was 
therefore inflicted not for the perpetration of the crimes, but for their 
disclosure! 


Forty years later, on May 19, 2001, in the letter to the bishops of the 
whole world De Delictis Gravioribus ("Regarding the Most Grave 
Crimes"), Cardinal Ratzinger officially confirmed that the secret 
provision had remained "so far in force", and reiterated that crimes 
against (for him) the sixth commandment committed "by solicitation, 
in the act or on the occasion or on the pretext of confession", or "by 
a cleric with a minor", were "the exclusive competence of the 
Congregation for Doctrine of the Faith "and" subject to pontifical 
secrecy ". The existence of the Crimen Sollicitationis, which also 
covered itself with total secrecy, did not come to light until in 2003, 
during one of the trials related to the scandal, and Ratzinger's 
confirmation of the provisions led to his indictment in early 2005 by a 
Texas District Court for connivance in crime and obstruction of 
investigation. But on September 26, 2005, the United States 
Department of Justice ordered the court to dismiss the case 
because, having in the meantime become pope, he now enjoys 
immunity as head of state and the criminal proceedings would be 
"incompatible with foreign policy interests of the United States ". 


Benedict XVI was thus saved by the broken cap. Or rather, of the 
camauro: the charming red velvet headdress edged with ermine that 
he himself proceeded to exhume from the waste basket of history in 
which he had ended up together with other papal anachronisms such 


as the tiara and the gestatory chair. But, even without an official 
sentence, it can well be said that the story that began with a Baby 
Jesus descended from the stars ends for now with his clergy 
descending into the stables of pedophilia trials. 

The masters of ceremonies were therefore provident who, in the 
past, had a match lit three times in front of the newly elected pope by 
a barefoot monk, who repeated the aphorism of Thomas of Kempis 
three times:95 sic transit glory mundi, "thus passes the glory of the 
world". So it is, in fact, and so be it. 


[7 ] 
LAITY AND LOYES 


AFTER OUR HARANGUE of biblical readings and _ historical 
recapitulations, the time has finally come to deliver a verdict on 
Christianity. Which, of course, is the death sentence already 
announced and summarized in the title: that we cannot be 
Christians, and least of all Catholics, if we want to be rational and 
honest at the same time. Reason and ethics are in fact incompatible 
with the theory and practice of Christianity, as our incomplete series 
of quotations from the first, and facts from the second, should have 
shown sufficiently. To conclude the speech, however, let us pause for 
a moment more on the absurd list of doctrines that the Church still 
requires its faithful to believe, so that they can call themselves 
Catholics. Although few have ever seen it in its entirety, an authentic 
exemplification was made in 1998 by Cardinal Ratzinger, albeit 
"without any intention of completeness or completeness": [1] 


The different Christological and Marian dogmas; the doctrine of 
Christ's institution of the sacraments and their efficacy as regards 
grace; the doctrine of the real and substantial presence of Christ in 
the Eucharist and the sacrificial nature of the Eucharistic celebration; 


the foundation of the Church by the will of Christ; the doctrine on the 
primacy and infallibility of the Roman Pontiff; the doctrine on the 
existence of original sin; the doctrine on the immortality of the 
spiritual soul and on immediate retribution after death; the absence 
of error in the inspired sacred texts; the doctrine concerning the 
grave immorality of the direct and voluntary killing of an innocent 
human being. 


Apart from the last point, on which of course the practice of 
Christianity has very little to teach, the list shines for its total and 
absolute anachronism. In a technological world and in a scientific 
era, in which a transnational community of serious and educated 
researchers is damaging their soul to seek concrete and precise 
answers to sensible and profound questions about the universe, 
about life and about man, the Church in fact, he finds nothing better 
than to re-propose in an unchanged and unchangeable way his 
Middle Eastern fables and his scholastic formulas, obtusely closed to 
everything that thought has produced good between the jubilees of 
1600 and 2000: that is, between the burning of Giordano Bruno and 
human genome sequencing. 

And what good thought has produced, expressing itself in the 
universal and atemporal language of mathematics, are the results of 
physics, chemistry, biology and medicine, which show concretely 
and in detail how the Pythagoreans and Stoics were abstractly right: 
and that is, how the Logos permeates the universe and is reflected in 
man, in the sense that "everything is rational", and human rationality 
is able to understand, at least partially, cosmic rationality. 


Wanting to reformulate the thing in theological language, nothing 
prevents us from extending the motto of Spinoza Deus, sive Natura, 
"God, that is, Nature", coming to say in a metaphorical way that the 
universe and the body of God, and the laws of the universe thoughts 
of his mind or, precisely, his Logos. But one cannot want to square 
the circle, and pretend to draw an impossible link between this 
abstract and mathematical Logos and the concrete and human 
Christ, just because John2 has annexed a Hebrew-Hellenistic hymn 
that begins with the famous verse: "In the beginning was the Logos, 
and the Logos was with God, and the Logos was God", and he made 
it continue saying: "And the Logos became flesh and he came to live 
among us». 

Also because the Logos was for the Greeks what Reason is for 
us. For example, Pythagoras called /ogon a relationship between 
quantities measurable through the same unit of measurement, or 
“commensurable", and halogon a relationship such as that between 
the diagonal and the side of the square, which were instead 
"incommensurable": punctually, we use the adjectives rational in the 
first case, and irrational in the second. Therefore to say that "In the 
beginning was Reason" simply means that the laws of the universe 
are necessary and even precede its existence, just as to say that 
"Reason became incarnate" only means that man is rational: without 
any reference to Christ, whose teaching was instead considered 
irrational from the beginning, starting with Paul himself. 


Paradoxically, therefore, it would make more sense to identify the 
Logos of the Greeks with the Holy Spirit of the Christians, the Allah 
of the Muslims or the Vishnu of the Hindus, for their parallel roles as 
sustainers of the universe. But we have learned that meaning makes 


sense to the Church, and promptly in 2000 Cardinal Ratzinger, in his 
controversial Declaration Dominus lesus ("The Lord Jesus"), 
admonished:3 “There are also those who propose the hypothesis of 
an economy of the Holy Spirit with a more universal character than 
that of the incarnate, crucified and risen Word. This statement is also 
contrary to the Catholic faith ”. 

Incidentally, the controversy over the Declaration arose from the 
fact that, while expressing in words "the esteem and respect for the 
religions of the world, as well as for the cultures that have brought an 
objective enrichment to the promotion of human dignity and the 
development of civilization",4 in fact, right from the title it sustained 
"the uniqueness and salvific universality of Jesus Christ and of the 
Church". That is, the Vatican once again claimed a double monopoly 
of truth: first of all, of Christianity over other religions, and then, of 
Catholicism over other Christian sects. 


However, since, of course, other religions and other sects not only 
do not accept this monopoly, but often instead claim it for 
themselves, it is clear that this path does not go far in dialogue 
between faiths and in the path towards religious peace. Indeed, we 
are on a Collision course that sooner or later happens, as it did on 
September 12, 2006 following the reckless speech in Regensburg by 
Ratzinger himself, now Benedict XVI, who managed to infuriate the 
Mohammedans of the whole world with this sudden quote from the 


Byzantine emperor Manuel II Palaiologos: "Show me_ what 
Muhammad brought again, and you will find only bad and inhuman 
things". 


The outcry of Muslim shields and Islamic scimitars, which 
evangelically reminded the pope to rather look after the beam in the 


eye of his religion, and unheardly forced him to make public and 
repeated apologies, attracted more attention than the fact that that 
same speech was in reality addressed to scientists and dedicated to 
the relationship between faith and reason, starting from the 
observation of the Byzantine emperor himself that "not acting 
according to reason is contrary to the nature of God". 

In his speech, the pope acknowledged that Catholicism's claim to 
link the Greek Logos to the Palestinian Christ is not shared by other 
Christians. Not by the Protestants, for whom through this link "faith 
no longer appears as a living historical word, but as an element 
inserted into the structure of a philosophical system". Nor by liberal 
theologians of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, which preach 
a "return to the simple man Jesus and his simple message, which 
would come before all theologizations and, indeed, even before the 
Hellenizations". 


And least of all by scientists, whose "method as such excludes the 
problem of God, making it appear as an unscientific or prescientific 
problem". But, says the pope, “if science is only this, then it is man 
himself who undergoes a reduction. Since then the properly human 
questions, that is, those of the from where and the direction where, 
the questions of religion and ofethos, they cannot find a place in the 
space of the common reason described by ‘science’ understood in 
this way and must be shifted into the subjective ». 

But this, far from being a reduction to the absurdity of the 
scientific method, is a reduction of the religious method. Because it 
is precisely in the subjective that religions report the answers to the 
questions about "from where" and "towards where", while each 
Claiming to raise its subjective personal to an objective impersonal! 


The pope's verbal balancing act cannot therefore hide the reality of 
the facts, which are: first, that space and time are full of religions, 
that is, the world and history; and, second, that all claim to have a 
monopoly on truth for themselves, to the detriment of the others. 

Therefore, as long as there are religions there will be wars of 
religion, as there have always been and there are. Whereas, on the 
other hand, there are no wars of science, nor have there ever been, 
because there is only one science: perhaps not holy, but certainly 
katholika, in the literal sense of "universal". And it is only to his 
affirmations, certainly not to Catholic dogmas, that the motto quod 
semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus creditur can sensibly be 
applied: that is, to be and to be believed "always, everywhere and by 
everyone". 


Unlike religions, science therefore does not need to claim any 
monopoly of truth: simply, there is It has. And then, let's accept once 
and for all to give to Pythagoras what is of Pythagoras, that is the 
only scientific objectivity, and to Christ what is of Christ, that is one of 
the many religious subjectivities, avoiding however to mix sacred 
and profane: that is the depths. logics with theological 
superficialities. 


And if we really want to pray, let us also say: "Our Father who art in 
heaven, your will be done", as the prophet Jesus taught us, but let 
us remember that God the Father is none other than Heavenly 
Father. We might as well drop the metaphors and pray as the stoic 
Marcus Aurelius taught us: "Everything that is in harmony with you, 
O Universe, is also in harmony with me". 5 


Benedicat vos omnipotens Logos: 
Pater Pythagoras, 
Filius Archimedes, 
et Spiritus Sanctus Newtonius. 
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THE ECUMENICAL COUNCILS OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH 


Of the 21 councils accepted by the Catholic Church, the Orthodox 
Church and the Protestants accept only the first seven, the Assyrian 
Church only the first two, and the Non-Trinitarian Churches none. 

1. First Council of Nicaea (325): condemnation of Arianism; 
consubstantiality of the Son with the Father; first formulation of the 
Creed. 

2. First Council of Constantinople (381): procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father; second formulation of the Creed. 

3. Council of Ephesus (431): condemnation of Nestorianism; 
Christ has only one person, in whom humanity and divinity are 
inseparable; Mary is Deipara or Mother of God. 

4. Council of Chalcedon (451): condemnation of monophysitism; 
Christ has two natures (human and divine). 

5. Second Council of Constantinople (553). 

6. Third Council of Constantinople (680-681): condemnation of 
Monothelism; Christ has two wills (human and divine). 

7. Second Council of Nicaea (787): condemnation of iconoclasm; 
restoration of the cult of images. 

8. Fourth Council of Constantinople (869-870). 


9. First Lateran Council (1123): modalities for the consecration of 
bishops. 

10. Second Lateran Council (1139): canons of the discipline of 
the clergy, in particular celibacy. 

11. Third Lateran Council (1179): condemnation of the Cathars; 
modalities of the election of the pope. 

12. Fourth Lateran Council (1215): condemnation of the 
Waldensians and Albigensians; obligation for Jews and Muslims to 
bear marks of recognition; doctrine of transubstantiation. 

13. First Council of Lyons (1245): doctrine of the sacraments and 
Purgatory. 

14. Second Council of Lyons (1274): approval of the Crusades; 
modality of the Conclave. 

15. Council of Vienne (1311-1312): suppression of the Templar 
order. 

16. Council of Constance (1414-1418): composition of the Great 
Western Schism (resignation of Gregory XIl, John XXIll and 
Benedict XIIl and election of Martin V). 

17. Council of Basel (1431-1437), Ferrara (1437-1439) and 
Florence (1439-1445): procession of the Holy Spirit also from the 
Son (Filioque). 

18. Fifth Lateran Council (1512-1517): condemnation of neo- 
Aristotelianism and definition of the soul. 

19. Council of Trent (1545-1563): condemnation of the 
Reformation of Luther and Calvin; principles of the Counter- 
Reformation. 

20. Vatican Council | (1869-1870): condemnation of rationalism; 
affirmation of papal primacy and infallibility. 

21. Vatican Council Il (1962-1965): renewal of the liturgy. 
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“The first station of ours Way of the cross is the beginning of all 
beginnings: more precisely, the Jewish mythology of the creation of 
the world and of man, narrated in two different and contradictory 
versions in chapters I-Xl of the Genesis.Thus begins this 
extraordinary journey that the impertinent mathematician Piergiorgio 
Odifreddi makes within the Scriptures and throughout the history of 
the Church, up to the present day. As a man of science, he 
considers the claim that the Bible is the only true Goda blasphemy 
towards the One whom men of good faith, from Pythagoras and 
Plato to Spinoza and Einstein, have always identified with the 
Intelligence of the Universe and the Harmony of the World. As a 
citizen, he affirms that Christianity has been not the spring of 
European democratic and scientific thought, but the brake that has 
severely stifled its civil and moral development, and believes that 
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Truth emerge from the texts: that is, says Odifreddi, 
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